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CURRENT TOPICS. 


THERE 1s EVERY PROsPECT that, when the courts rise for the 
Faster Vacation, Mr. Justice Frexp will have disposed of all of the 
fifty actions, transferred to him as an additional judge of the 
Chancery Division, which are ready for trial. 





We print elsewhere an order of transfer of sixty-five actions 
from. the Chancery Division to the Queen’s Bench Division. It 
will be observed that Mr. Justice Currry is, by this transfer, 
relieved from thirty actions, and, as he recently handed over fifty 
other actions to Mr. Justice Freip, there ought to be no complaint 
of any block in Mr. Justice Currry’s court. 





On crantixe a rule nisi for a new trial in an appeal from a 
county court on the 20th inst., Mr. Justice Matnew expressed his 
regret that both the parties were not before the court, as then the 
point could have been settled at once, whereas the existing practice 
caused delay and extra expense to the parties. The learned judge 
proceeded to say that he believed that in a very short time the 
practice in the case of motions for new trials from inferior courts 
would be placed on the same footing as motions for new trials in 
cases tried in the High Court. From this we presume that the 
point has been discussed at the late meetings of the judges, and we 
can only say that the sooner the change is effected the better, not only 
for the parties in county court cases, but also for those suitcrs who 
have cases in the day’s list, and who cannot tell how long they 
may be kept waiting while an indefinite number of ex parte 
motions from inferior courts are being heard. 





Ir Is RATHER suRPRISING that the question raised in the case of 
De la Pole v. Dick (ante, p. 340) should have remained so long 
in doubt. R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 7, r. 3, provides that, until notice of a 
change of solicitors is filed, and a copy thereof served, and also, in 
chancery cases, left at the chambers of the judge, the former 
solicitor shall be considered the solicitor of the party. The 
common-sense conclusion from this provision is that, so long as an 
action is pending, and anything remains to be done in it, the 
solicitor on the record for any of the parties remains his solicitor 
for such purposes as being served with proceedings which, by the 
rules or practice of the court, are allowed to be served on soli- 
citors. No provision is made for the solicitor to remove himself ; 
but while, as between himself and his client, no one can prevent 
him from repudiating a continuance of the connection, bis so doing 
will not have the effect of leaving his late client absolutely un- 
represented. Whatever the solicitor may do, or however he may 
act, it eens from the rule that, so long as his name remains on 
the record, he is liable to be treated by any of the parties to the 
action as still representing the client for whom he originally 
entered an appearance. 





Ir was FoR eoME TIME very generally assumed by solicitors that 
en abstract of title was included in the words “ther documents” in 
the heading to schedule 2 of the Remuneration Order, which pro- 
vides for ‘drawing and perusing deeds, wills, and other docu- 
ments”; and that the fee for perusal had been raised from 6s. 8d. 
for three sheets to 1s, per folio. And there is a good deal to be 


were copied in full, could it be contended that the fee — 
in schedule 2 was inapplicable? But what is an abstract of a deed 
but a copy with the immaterial parts either omitted or briefly 
stated? It may be urged that by expressly providing fees (corres- 
ponding to the old fees) for drawing and fair copy of abstracts of 
title, by way of exception to the fees for drawing and fair copying 
of documents ee ae without stating any fee for 
— abstracts, the ers of the Order intended to leave this 
atter fee to be governed by the provision ‘‘ for perusing” in the 
earlier part of the schedule. king at the matter apart from 
the terms used in schedule 2, there would seem to be reasons in 
favour of implying an intention to increase the remuneration for 
perusing abstracts. In the first place, no perusals are so anxious 
or responsible ; and, in the next place, the length of abstracts is 
sometimes materially shortened by the operation of the Convey- 
ancing Act. For instance, where formerly, on a sale by a mort- 
gagee under his power, you would have the power of sale fully 
set out, in many cases now there will be no express power of 
sale to be abstracted. It has been known for some little time, 
however, that most of the taxing masters refused to adopt the view 
that the effect of schedule 2 is to increase the remuneration for perus- 
ing abstracts. The point was recently raised before Mr. Justice 
Cuirry in a case of In re R. A. Parker, we believe with the 
approval of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, and with 
the object of obtaining a decision for the guidance of the profession. 
It will be seen, from the report which will be found elsewhere, that 
the learned judge in his decision, given on Tuesday last, upholds 
the ruling of the taxing masters. He thinks that schedule 2 
really consists of two parts, wholly independent of each other— 
the first dealing with ‘deeds, wills, and other documents,” and 
the second with “abstracts of title” and “journeys from home” ; 
and that, as the latter contains no provision as to perusal, the 
old fee for this was intended to be left unaltered. His main reason 
for this opinion appears to be that the note, “ In extraordinary 
cases, &c.,” occurs twice over in the schedule, and, in the first 
place, before the heading “Abstracts of Title.” It would be 
interesting to know whether the fact that this note comes before, 
instead of after, the heading “ Abstracts of Title” was not due to 
a printer’s error. There is some internal evidence that it was 
intended to come after ‘‘ Abstracts of Title,” inasmuch as the words 
of this first note are “increase or diminish the above charge,” 
whereas in the second note, at the foot of the schedule, the words 
are ‘‘increase or diminish the above allowance,” which last word 
seems plainly applicable to the allowance for “journeys from 
home” only. We suppose, however, it must be taken as settled 
that the old fee for perusing abstracts remains in force. 





Mr. Justice Cave was called upon, on Monday last, to decide an 
important point of construction under the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
as to the effect of section 46, sub-section 2, of that Act upon 
execution creditors under peculiar circumstances. That sub- 
section provides that, ‘‘ where the goods of a debtor are sold under 
an execution in respect of a judgment for a sum exceeding twenty 
pounds, the sheriff shall deduct the costs of the sineatix tans the 

of sale, and retain the balance for fourteen days, and if, 
within that time, notice is served on him of a bankrw iti 
having been presented against or by the debtor, and 
adjudged rupt thereon, or on any other petition of which the 
sheriff has notice, the sheriff shall pay the to the trustee 
in the bankruptcy, who shall be entitled to retain the 
against the execution creditor, but otherwise he shall deal with it 
as if no notice of the tation of a bankruptcy petition had 
been served on him.” In the case before Mr. Justice Cave last 
Monday (Hx parte Crossthwaite, Re Pearce, in another 
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said for this view. Copies of-deeds must surely be documents 
ejusdem generis with Pro If instead of being abstracted, deeds 


column), the sheriff had seized the goods of debtor under 
several writs of fi. fa., the first in order of priority being for 
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£41, the second for £6, the third for £47, the fourth for £34, 
and the fifth for £12 133. On the 12th of May, 1884, the sheriff 
sold all the goods which he had seized, and realized a balance, 
after deducting rent and other charges and expenses, of £89 19s. 
He held this sum until the 22nd of May, when he received notice 
of a bankruptcy petition having been that day presented against 
the debtor. The debtor was subsequently adjudicated bankrupt, 
and the sheriff then paid £6 to the execution creditor whose writ 
of ff. fa. was second in point of time, and handed over the balance 
to the trustee. The execution creditor for £12 13s., whose writ 
was fifth in point of time, then moved the court for an order on 
the trustee to pay him, out of the amount handed to the trustee 
by the sheriff, the amount of his debt; and, on his behalf, it was 
contended that the executions held by the sheriff for sums of 
over £20 were avoided by the section above quoted, and, 
consequently, that the applicant’s execution was let in, and the 
amount thereof ought to have been paid to him by the sheriff. 
This contention, however, was not acceded to by the learned 
judge, who pointed out that the sheriff's duty was to sell, 
first of all, under the first writ until he had realized the 
amount thereof, and then he was to proceed in like manner 
under the other writs in order of priority. In this way, 
the goods not having realized sufficient to pay the third 
execution in full, after providing for the first and second 
executions, the sheriff had not realized anything under any of the 
subsequent writs, and, therefore, the execution creditor had no 
claim to any of the”proceeds of the goods. If there had been no 
bankruptey the prior execution creditors would have been entitled 
to the proceeds, but, a bankruptcy having supervened, the statute 
stepped in for the benefit of the creditors generally, and not for 
the benefit of a subsequent execution creditor merely. He dis- 
ingui the case from Ez parte Lovering, Re Peacock (22 
W. BR. 365, L. R. 17 Eq. 452), decided under the Act of 1869. 


In that ease the sheriff seized the goods of a trader under a writ of | 


#- fa. for £191, and subsequently another seizure was made for a 
debt of £32, and before any sale took place the debtor filed a liqui- 
dation petition, under which a trustee was appointed. The first 
execution having thus become null, it was held by Bacon, C.J., 
that the creditor for £32 was entitled to proceed to a sale under 
his execution. The distinction pointed out by Mr. Justice Cave 
was that under the Act of 1869 an execution creditor for less than 
£50 obtained a security by virtue of the seizure alone, but 
under the present Act an execution creditor gets no benefit unless 
the execution is completed by sale as well as seizure. Carrying 
this decision to its legitimate conclusion, it follows that if the facts 
in Ez parte Lovering had been that the sheriff had sold pripr to 
the petition, and not realized sufficient to pay off the first 
execution creditor, and was holding the money under the statute 
when liquidation supervened, the trustee, and not the second 
execution creditor, would have been entitled to receive the pro- 
tceds. Wequite agree that there is no hardship in this, but that, 
om the comtrary, the hardship is in the other case, where the 
second execution creditor came in to reap the benefit of the statute 
which was intended for the creditors generally. At the same time 
it brings out somewhat prominently an anomaly under the late 
Act which, it is satiefactory to know, cannot arise under the present 
Te. 





Is rue case of Ez parte Jones, Re Walsh, tetore the Divisional 
Court sitting in Bankruptcy last week, the interpretation placed by 
the Court fl A upon the new act of bankruptcy appearing in 
eub-section 1 ‘h.) of section 4 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1683—viz., 
“If the dettor gives nctice to any of his creditors that he has 

om that he is about to suspend, payment of his debts” — 
in Ez parte Oadler, Iie Friedlander (32 W. V. 126, L. B. 14 Q@ 
B. D. 471), liesiting its spgriantion, has teen carried etill further. 
In Ez parte Oustler the Court A Appeal decided that a verbal 
thement mate Wy 2 detton tw ome A his creditors that he was unable 
to pay bis AcAhe, end Aicring 2 composition A twenty per cent. to 
his celine, was wh 2 whice A intention ty mapenA payment and 


on at A bankruytcy within the section. The Divisional Court in | 


an act of bankruptcy under section 4, sub-section 1 (A.), of the Act. 
In the court below the solicitor for the debtor was examined as to 
whether any statement had been madé-at the meeting in the words 
of the sub-section, and he stated that those words had not been 
used. Of course if a statement had been made at the meeting by 
the debtor in the words of the sub-section, such a statement in itself 
would constitute an act of bankruptcy; but we anticipate that the 
question may some time give rise to a discussion as to the effect of 
such a statement being made, not by the debtor personally, but by 
his solicitor or agent attending the meeting. Will a debtor be 
held in such case to have committed an act of bankruptcy, even 
though he might be ignorant of the fact of such a statement having 
been made in his name? We are strongly of opinion that a debtor 
could not be held to have committed an act of bankruptcy in such 
a case, unless it could be distinctly proved that he had given 
express authority for the statement to be made in hisname. A 
mere authority to a solicitor or agent to convene a meeting of 
creditors, present a balance-sheet showing insolvency, and offer a 
composition to the creditors, which in themselves do not constitute 
an act of bankruptcy, could never be held to imply an authority to 
make a statement which would constitute such an act. 








EFFECT OF INDORSEMENT OF BILL OF 
LADING. 


We made some observations (27 Soxicrrors’ Journals, 479, 28 Ibid, 
719) on the decisions in the case of Burdick v. Sewell (L. R. 13 
Q. B. D. 159) in the Queen’s Bench Division and in the Court of 
Appeal. That case has now come before the House of Lords, with 
the result that the decision of the Court of Appeal has been re- 
versed and that of Field, J., in the court below, restored. The 
question was, as many of our readers may remember, whether the 
indorsement and delivery of a bill of lading by way of security for 
a loan passed the property in the goods to the indorsee, so as to 
render him liable to pay freight under the provisions of the Bills of 
Lading Act (18 & 19 Vict. c.111),s.1. It should be observed 
that the indorsee of the bill of lading had not and could not have 
received the goods, the same having been sold by the Russian 
| Custom House authorities at the port of discharge to pay Custom 
House duties and charges. The Court of Appeal were divided, 
| Brett, M.R., and Baggallay, L.J., being of opinion that the 
| property did pass so as to transfer the liability to pay freight 
under the bill of lading, while Bowen, L.J., held the opposite 
| opinion. It is obvious, as we have before pointed out, that the 
| transfer of the goods as security must either be by way of pledge, 
| giving only a special property, or by way of mortgage, passing the 
| general property subject to a right of redemption ; and it seems to 
| have been assumed in the courts below that the language of the 
| Bills of Lading Act did not apply to a mere special property such 
| as passes under 4d pee Also, it does not seem ultimately to 
| have been dou that, if the intention was material, the inten- 
| tion was to create a pledge only and not a mortgage of the goods. 
The question, therefore, between the majority and minority in the 
Court of Appeal seems to have resolved itself into this: whether 
the indorsement of a bill of lading for value asa matter of law 
necessarily passes the general property, or whether the effect of 
such indorsement depends on the intention of the. parties, and only 
passes such an interest as the parties may intend. 

Bowen, L.J., argued—and, as it seemed to us, it is very difficult 
in principle to find an answer to the argument—that the bill of 
lading being the symbol of the goods themselves, there was no 
reason why indorsement and delivery of the symbol should have 
jany different effect from delivery of the goods themselves. The 
| Master of the Rolls, on the other side, relied on many expressions 
| in decided cases, both ancient and modern, in which it has been 
| very absolutely stated that an indorsement of a bill of lading for 
| value passes the property in the goods. The effect of the judg- 
| mente givenin the House of Lordsin to negative the view taken by the 

Master of the Rolls with regard to the a operation of an indorse- 
| ment of a vill of lading, and to uphold the view that the effect of 








the case late wok decided thet the omvening A % meeting oA | it depends upon the intention with which it is made. The Lord 
cstittvors te dual A 2 dette; the yrouctiom wh the meting of «| Chancellor and Lord Blackburn, in giving judgment, both admitted 
ademas A Maire thorwing the dettor wv be insolvent, and the | that in many of the decisions very broad and unqualified expressions 
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have been used by judges with regard to the effect of an indorse- 
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ment of a bill of lading; but they pointed out, as we did in our 
previous article, that the occasions on which these expressions have 
been used did not raise the same sort of question as that which was 
raised in the case before them, and that, if such expressions are 
construed secundum subjectum materiam, they do not involve the 
conclusion that an indorsement of a bill of lading for value must 
always pass the general property, irrespective of intention. It does 
not seem to us difficult to understand how these expressions came 
to be used. The cases with regard to which they were used did not 
involve the question what particular sort of property, whether 
special or general, passed by the indorsement, but whether the right 
of property that did pass prevailed over rights set up by others. 
The question in such cases as Lickbarrow v. Mason, for instance, 
was whether the property in goods im fransitu on the sea had 

by indorsement for value of the bill of lading so absolutely 
as to defeat the title of the original consignor to stop in transitu. 
The real question there is as to the effect of an indorsement in- 
tended to pass a property of some sort as between the unpaid con- 
signor and the indorsee, not as to whether under the circumstances 
the indorsement passed the general or merely a special property as 
between the indorser and indorsee. It does not seem to have been 
disputed in Liekbarrow v. Mason that the indorsement might, if 
so intended, pass the property as between the indorser and the 
indorsee of the bill of lading, that being only an application of the 
familiar doctrine of symbolical delivery ; but it was urged that the 
indorsee took no better right by the indorsement than his indorser 
had, and that, by indorsement of the bill of lading while the goods 
were at sea, the ownership of the goods did not pass so as to defeat 
the right to stop in transitu. The question was as to the limits of the 
right to stop in transitu, and whether, by the custom of merchants 
in regard to indorsements of bills of lading, they transferred the 
property so as to oust the equitable right of the consignor to sto 
in transitu. It is easy to understand how, relatively to that 
question, language came to be used to the effect that the indorse- 
ment of the bill of lading absolutely passed the property, meaning 
thereby that it passed the right of property and possession so as to 
put an end to the equitable right to stop in transitu. 


The right to stop in ¢ransitu, it must be remembered, is a | 


peculiar and anomalous right of an equitable character depending 
on the continuance of the ¢ransitus. The consignee can, for this 
purpose, cut short the /ransitus and take possession of the goods 
before they reach their ultimate destination. And one view of the 
principle upon which the decisions as to stoppage in transitu are 
founded is that, the bill of lading being the symbol of the goods, 
the ¢ransitus is ended for this purpose by indorsement of the bill 


of lading, because that is equivalent to delivering the possession of 


the goods whilst in ¢ransitw to the indorsee. The expressions 
with regard to the effect of the indorsement of the bill of lading in 
such cases seem really capable of being viewed as amounting to 
no more than this—viz., that the right of ownership and ion 
of the goods is so absolutely passed by the indorsement of the bill 
of lading as to completely divest all rights of the unpaid consignor 
in the same way as if the consignee, before the end of the 
‘ransitus, himself took possession and handed the goods to the 
indorsee. If the expressions used in such cases as Lickbarrow v. 
Mason are 80 regarded, it is obvious that they do not apply to such 
a question as arose in Burdick v. Sewell. 

ut it should be observed that, though the judgments in the 
House of Lords seom to sanction the proposition that the effect of 
the indorsement of the bill of lading depends on the intention, as 
evidenced by the surrounding circumstances, it does not appear 
from them that the question in Burdick v. Sewell ought to be 
treated as really depending on whether the transaction amounts to 
& mortgage or a pledge. We indicated, in our first article on this 
subject, how very unsatisfactory it would be that such a question 
as rane etry depend on be womgce eer pe eg 
mortgage and a pledge—a distinction really depending upon the 
technical doctrines of equity originally os blished with regard 
to mortgages of real ostate, and hardly affording a satisfactory 
basis for the solution of a question of ship and mercantile 
law. The Lord Chancellor distinctly negatives the view that 
this distinction is material for this pu 
seems to bo that the substance of the thing must be looked at, and 
that when a bill of lading is indorsed, the goods thomselves being 
at roa, morely by way of seourity, there is no such transfer of the 
proprietary right as to come within the statute, inasmuch aa same 


His view of the case | spri 


proprietary right, whether legal or equitable—viz., his original 
right, subject to the security—still remains in the shipper or 
eonsignee. The Lord Chancellor furthermore indicated an opinion 
that if, when the ¢ransitus was ended, the goods were received by 
the indorsee, then he would be subject to the liabilities created by 
the bill of lading. He says that the true view is that “the 
indorsee, by way of security, though not having the property 
to him absolutely and for all purposes by the mere indorse 
ment and delivery of the bill of lading while the goods are at sea, 
has a title by means of which he is enabled to take the position of 
full proprietor upon himself, with its corresponding burdens, if he 
thinks fit; and that he actually does so, as between himself and 
the shipowner, if and when he clams and takes delivery of the 
goods by virtue of that title.” 

At first sight this view might not appear capable of being very 
easily reconciled with the view that the reason why indorsement 
of the bill of lading for value divests the right to stop ix transits 
is because the indorsement amounts to delivery of the possession of 
the goods to the indorsee, so putting an end to the transit ; for the 
view of the Lord Chancellor clearly draws a distinction between 
mere indorsement and delivery of the document of title and the 
actual change of possession of the goods. But it may well be that 
that symbolical delivery which is equivalent to the actual delivery 
of possession as between certain parties and for certain purposes— 
e.g., for the purpose of putting an end to the right of stoppage 
in transitu—is not equivalent to delivery of possession as between 
other parties and for other purposes—e.g., so as to complete 
an hs property mel to transfer under the statute the 
liabilities on the bill of lading ; and for the obvious reason that it 
is not just that this transfer of rights and liabilities should take 
place until the indorsee has had the benefit of the possession of the 


F 


P | goods. 


And, after all, we doubt whether this explanation of the 
effect of the indorsement of the bill of lading in putting an end to 
the right of stoppage ix transit is altogether free from ob; 


i 


as being insufficient toe cover all the ground. No doubt it would 
( apply in many cases, for no doubt, in cases where the delivery of 
the symbol is intended to be equivalent to delivery of the things 
themselves, it may have the effeet of such delivery ; but we should 
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| indorsement of the bill of lading depends will 
broader one. It seems to us that the ultimate | 
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| possession of the bill of lading is taken to show a good title free 
| from the right to stop im érensifw, and, therefore, that he whe 
has put this document of title in another’s hands cannot —_ 


ably insist againsta holder for value by indorsement 
| person on his right to stop in transitu. 

| Lord Blackburn, in his judgment, also guards himself 
| being supposed to think that, if the transaction had been 


it 


| gage instead of a pledge, the statute would then have imposed the 
| liability under the bill of lading ee ee 


| received the goods. It will be observed that the decision of 
House of Lords still leaves a good deal of room for 

the effect of the statute. It seems, on : 
ments, that no mere indorsemen’ . the bill of lading 
seourity can pass the property so 
cidmaamttine Wik it is still left unsettled, where 
have been actually received under the bill of 
precise effect of the words, “to whem the 
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A meeting of the Judges was held on Monday last, 

The Vinerian Law Scholarship, at Oxford, has been awarded te Mr. A. T. 
Carter, B.A., Queen's College. 

It is stated that the Master of the Rolls is still confined to his hease by 
an attack of bronchitis, and that he will not resume bis seat De court agada 
during the present sittings. 
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THE ORGANIZATION OF A SOLICITOR’S 
OFFICE. 


IL—ORGANIZATION WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO 
CONTENTIOUS BUSINESS. 


TIME. 


ConTENTIOUS business can claim no monopoly of the inexorable 
sand-glass. All human beings and,all human affairs of every de- 
scription are controlled by it. From the judge on the bench (who, 
by the bye, seems generally very much controlled by it indeed, in 
so far as paying a most religious reverence to the hour of the court’s 
rising is concerned) to the office-boy who rushes off with a batch of 
letters to catch the last post, there are metes and bounds of universal 
application which no Act of Parliament can repeal, amend, or 
enlarge. But, applying to the word a narrow and almost technical 
construction, it does undoubtedly possess a very special significance 
to the solicitor in direct connection with our present division. 

In the first place, there are times specially limited for taking 
almost every step in contentious proceedings. From this follows the 
obvious remark that the solicitor must be careful not to overstep 
these limits. In so far as actual computation of time is concerned, 
a reference to the particular rule of court, where the memory is not 
absolutely clear, and an entry in the diary, will generally discharge 
this obligation ; but not always. Rules of court—be it said with 
submission—are not invariably as clear as the perplexed practitioner 
might desire. The reports testify to numerous instances in which 
the judicial mind has been much exercised in determining the start- 
ing point of a prescribed number of days—more particularly in the mat- 
ter of appeals. And it is well to bear in mind that the consequences of 
a slip of memory, or even an honest misconstruction in the calcula- 
tion or recording of time, may be very serious indeed. If a solicitor 
omits to deliver a statement of defence in time the worst that can 
yn ag (and even that is not ble) will probably be the payment 
of costs of setting aside a judgment. But if the mistake applies 
to such a serious matter as the lodging of an appeal, and the court 
declines to show any indulgence, it may be presumed that the com- 
munications which ensue between solicitor and client are not 
calculated to raise the spirits of the former, and that an action of 
negligence will float before his eyes as an extremely probable and 
eminently unpleasant contingency. It is also worth remembering 
that some of these measures of time are far more likely to escape the 
attention, if a very close Me is not kept, than others. A statement 
of claim, for example, will be a visible reminder that a statement of 
defence has to be delivered within so many days, and an order of 
discovery will have on the face of it a plain direction as to the 
length of tether which it allows. But an interlocutory appeal, and 
any other step the necessity or expediency of which is not pointedly 
obtruded we the attention, is more apt to find out a weak spot in 
method and accuracy of practice where it exists. 

Then, again, the solicitor has to reckon with limits of time which 
do not depend on fixed periods at all, but upon events which can only 
be calculated approximately at the best, and, therefore, ‘demand the 

ing and prevision on his part lest he be caught in a 
snare. Foremost among these is, of course, the calculation of the 
date on which a case will be heard. From the time of its bein 
placed in the list to take its turn with the rest, the solicitor should, 
metaphorically speaking, never remove his eyes from it. Let us 
consider for a moment what it is that he has to guard against in 
the particular instance of an ordinary action set down for trial, and 
what steps of his own depend on his scrutiny. 

From the one point of view, then, he has to watch the progress 
made with the list of actions. This may be fast or slow, according to 
circumstances. If it be in the Queen’s Bench Division, the cause list 
may remain in a condition of stagnation, while learned judges are 
ne white gloves from the sheriff at obscure country towns as an 
out and visible sign that there is nothing for them to do there. 
Or a whole posse comitatus of judicial strength may be turned on and 
make havoc of the causes. Or the course of events may shape itself mid- 
way between those two extremes, or may pass with startling rapidity 
from one tothe other. Or the courts may become choked with cases of 
enormous magnitude, dragging their weary length along, or by a 
murrain of irrepressible litigants in person. And, again, all sorts of 
things may ha to actions set down in front of our supposed case. 
Some will, je , be struck out altogether, and others marked in 
the list as not to be heard before a certain date ; and this process will 
go on day by day, so that it has to be carefully taken into account on 
every fresh examination of the state of the list. Or yet, again, the 
cases in the list as a whole may be of an exceptionally light character, 
and melt thin air one after another almost as soon as they catch 
sight of the judge. And if the case be in the Chancery Division, some, 

not all, of the elements of uncertainty as to time which we 
have described will exist in varying degrees, and there will be super- 
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a case set down for hearing before Mr. Justice A. is bundled over 
with fifty others to be heard by Mr. Justice B. It is recorded in 
legal history that, some few years ago, a solicitor’s clerk who had been 
instructed to watch a case in the Chan Division, in which his 
employer acted for the plaintiff, had reposed in fancied security — 
the knowledge that the case was a very long way down the list. 
But he had omitted to take note of a transfer of causes to Lord 
Justice (then Mr. Justice) Fry, and it accordingly fell out that when 
the case was called on no one appeared for the plaintiff, and it was 
struck out. An application was made within twenty-four hours 
afterwards, explaining the accident, and craving to have the action 
restored to the list, but Mr. Justice Fry positively refused to accede 
to the request'on any terms. With the universal approval of the 
rofession, the Court of Appeal, over which the late ter of the 
lls was presiding at the time, instantly reversed this merciless 
edict, but it is eloquent of warning that the plaintiff’s solicitor had to 
apply to two courts before he could undo the mistake, and was, it 
may be presumed, put to some expense and much more anxiety in 
the process. 

Next, as to the steps on the solicitor’s part which depend on this 
complicated calculation of those uncertain events. There is, first of 
all, the preparation of the brief, and with a to this very 
important matter the solicitor has always to keep before his eyes the 
fact that his brief should not beprepared at an indefinite distance of time 
before the action is heard, as the case may be compromised, or the line 
of attack or defence may undergo considerable modification in the 
meantime. On the other hand, if he leaves this task to the last moment. 
he will either fail to do justice to his client’s cause, or have to work at 
most uncomfortably high pressure—to say nothing of the insufficient 
time allowed to his counsel to master the case. The happy medium can 
only be arrived at by close and careful attention to the time allow- 
ance reasonably permitted by the state of the cause list. Then there 
will be, if witnesses are to be called, a need, first, of summoning them 
to attend in the traditional manner, and afterwards of keeping them 
informed of the probable date on which their attendance will be 
required, and this will often, according to the exigencies of the 
cause list, involve at last a succession of almost daily missives to each 
witness alternately requiring his attendance on a particular date, and 
countermanding an attendance previously required. And beyond 
this there will be a number of other details to be attended to, all 
hinging, as to time and opportunity, upon the date of trial. 

But the actual computation of time, whether dependent on certain 
or uncertain data, does not exhaust the subject. There remains the 
question of how the periods allowed for taking the various steps in 
contentious work may best be employed. In one sense this opens 
an almost unlimited field for reflection ; but we propose only to treat. 
of it within very narrow limits, and only, again, in its special 
relation to the time limits which are fixed and certain. The rules 
prescribe as to certain steps that they shall be taken within certain 
specified periods of time, subject to extensions by consent or by an 
order. It is no Mp ge to say, asto most of these steps, that 
they seldom are taken within the original period allowed. Often 
there are the best possible reasons for this. It may be that there is 
a good hope of compromising the litigation, and it is therefore 
desired on both sides to keep matters in mse. It may be that 
illness of client or solicitor, or any one of a hundred other sufficient 
reasons, is forthcoming to account for delay. But we must confess 
that, so far as our own observation goes, there is a great deal too 
much of giving and seeking extensions of time, and that the pro- 
longation of a dispute which both ies desire to bring to a point 
is often referable in i to laxity in this Some solicitors, 
because they know that they can up to a certain extreme point gain 
time, go to that limit almost as a matter of course. The result is 
that an action drags on until both parties are tired out, and the 
memory of material facts has become clouded and uncertain. A case 
came under our notice once in which, mainly by reason of the dilatory 
way in which the proceed ingshad been conducted, an arbitration under 
an order of the court to assess the damages caused to a block of 
buildings by an overflow of water, commenced upwards of four years 
after the event. We do not, of course, suggest for a moment that 
this example is typical, or that the law’s delays are attributeble in any 
considerable soars to the tendency on which we have commented ; 
but we do think that, in many instances, solicitors might with 
advantage brace themselves up to pilot an action through its pre- 
liminary stages with a less liberal allowance of time than they are 
prone to give themselves. - 

There is one little trick apt to be resorted to in connection with 
extensions of time in litigation which ought, we think, to be much 
more heartily discountenanced than it usually is. It takes the form 
of leaving to the last moment before the expiration of a limit of 
time, the —— of an application for further time. Suppose, for 
example, that the time for doing some act expires on the 3lst of 

, and that the opponent has refused to give his consent to 
extend it. A summons must, of course, be issued, and it should be 
taken out so as to be heard on the 31st of March, But, instead of 


added the special form of visitation known as a “transfer,” by which | this, some solicitors will defer asking for the consent, or, at all 
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events, issuing the summons until that date, thereby, as it were, 
stealing two or three days. Of course the fact may be brought to 
the attention of the official who deals with the application as a 
reason for refusing or, at least, proportionately shortening ~ further 
days of grace; but that is no sufficient answer to our o ie. 
which goes to the principle and spirit of this mode of conducting 
litigation. 

The country solicitor is not always quite as considerate as he might 
be to his London agent in this matter of time in contentious business. 
He appears sometimes to think that, if he directs the latter to obtain 
so much further time, his instructions can be carried out as easily as 
if he were directing a pound of tea to be bought at a shop. The 
spectacle is not unusual of a London solicitor’s clerk standing in the 
presence of the majesty of the law, as represented at the judges’ 
chambers, with the vacuous expression of See hope on his 
countenance and a letter from the country in his hand, striving vainly 
to extract from the epistle some semblance of an argument to justify 
the application for time which he is instructed to make. And the 
same want of appreciation of practical difficulties, for which there is, 
of course, often the excuse of unfamiliarity with the exigencies of 
procedure, .will at times cause the country solicitor to expect his 
London agent to perform impossibilities in point of time. 

We are conscious of having referred in this article to the solicitor 
individually in several instances in which the word might appropri- 
ow | have an interpretation clause attached to it to the effect that it 
shall include the solicitor’s clerk. No one, for example, would 
seriously suggest that a busy solicitor can be expected to search cause 
lists for himself. Indeed, in the -particular instance which we have 
given of the consequences of a failure to discharge that obligation 
the case turned entirely on a slip of the solicitor’s clerk. But the 
solicitor and his clerk are for many purposes one. What the solicitor 
cannot do personally he must needs commit to others; but even then 
his responsibility for their mishaps and shortcomings should cause 
him to exercise the utmost care in the selection of his representatives 
and the direction, as far as possible, of what is done by them in his 
name. And, saving for the unavoidable mischances from which no 
trouble or forethought can save him, the key-note of the mode in 
which his practice is conducted, in so far as our present title is con- 
cerned, must be always traced at last to the impress of his own mind 
and will, and the degree in which he himself is conscious of the value 
and the right use of time. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


CONCERNING SOLICITORS’ ROBES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Would you kindly give me replies to the following questions 
in your next issue of the Souicrrors’ JOURNAL ? 

1. Is there any prescribed length for a solicitor’s gown? (The 
universities are particular as to this.) 

2. Was not the cassock originally worn under the gown by solici- 
tors; and is it still legal and permissible ? 

3. At outdoor functions, when robes are worn, is not a square 
college cap a more fitting covering for the head than a tall silk hat ? 

A CoMMISSIONER. 


[We regret that we have been unable hitherto to discover or obtain F. B.P 


any reliable information on the recondite questions numbered 1 and 
2; perhaps some learned reader will come to our assistance. We are 
not aware of any statutory or other prohibition of the cassock, but 
it would probably not be safe to adopt it in the ce of street 
boys orcurates. With regard to question 3 we reply yes.—Ep. S. J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL, 


Company—Repvuction or Caprrat—ADVERTISEMENT OF PrtrT1on—Com- 
vyantes Act, 1867, ss. 9, 11—Companres Act, 1877, ss. 2, 3, 4—Guenera. 
Onver or Marcu, 1868, xr. 2, 3, 4,5.—In a case of Jn ve The Tumbracherry 
Estates Company, before the Court of Appeal, No. 2, on the 26th inet., a 
question of importance arose as to the necessity of , advertising a petition 
for the confirmation by the court of a resolu passed by a cower 
for the reduction of its capital, in a case where the nominal capita] has been 
fully paid up, and it is not intended to make any return of capital to the 
shareholders, but only to reduce the nominal capital by writing off 
capitel. It appears to have been the until recently not 
to require the petition, in a case of this kind, to be advertised before the 
roxy we Fe ~ Act of 1867 contained for enabling creditors to 

e in 


should be published at such times and in such ———— as the judge 
should direct. It was held by Jessel, M. in In re The Ebbw Vale 
Company (L. R. 4 Ch. D. 827), that 
of paid-up capital, so as to write off a loss, by cin 
amount of each share. In consequence of this decision, the Act of 1877 
was passed, section 2 of w 
one with the Companies Acts, 1862 and 1867. Section 3 provides that the 
word ‘‘ capital,”’ as used in the Act of 1867 
and that the power to reduce capi 
a power to cancel any lost ca) 
able assets, or to pay off any capital w 
wants of the company. ion 4 provides that the provisions of the Act 
of 1867, as amended by the Act of were: tete te wl 
reducing its capital in pursuance of that Act and 
amended—‘‘ Provided that, where the reduction of the capital of a com- 
pany does not involve either the diminution of any liability in respect of 
unpaid capital, or the Fagin nedatge shareholder of any paid-up capital, 
(1) the creditors of company not, unless the court otherwise 
direct, be entitled to object or required to consent to the reduction.” In the 
— he ae cents eg omar: ee ee y 
u e -u ange a mn, V.C., 
the decision of Ohitt »J., in Inve 


Consolidated Telephone y 
(ante, p. 305), to hear the ion had 
advertised. 


& 
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until its presentation 

The Court of Appeal (Corron, Bown, and Fry, L.JJ.) de- 
clined to interfere with the decision. Corron, L.J., said that the con- 
tention was that in such a case the rules did not require an advertisement, 
and that though the judge might direct the petition to be advertised, he 
ought not to require the petitioners to show that no advertisement was 
2 . But the Rules of 1868 to all petitions under the Act 
of 1867 for a reduction of capital. Act of 1877 was a new substan- 
tive enactment ; the effect of it was that by a subsequent interpretation 
clause the word ‘‘ capital’’ in the Act of 1867 was made to include paid- 
up capital, and the Act was to be construed as one with the Act of 1867. 
The rules under the Act of 1867 must primd facie spply to proceed- 
ingy under the Act as interpreted by the Act of 1877. e present peti- 
tigh was a petition under the Act of 1867, — it was only made cap- 
able of being presented by the Act of 1877. course, if the Rules of 
1868 required something i iate to such a petition they 
would not apply, and the argument was that the ision for an adver- 
tisement of the petition was manifestly ina; i 
as the present, because, by section 4 of the Act of 1877, creditors would 
not be entitled to object to the proposed reduction, unless the court should 
otherwise direct. His lordship did not take that view. Who was toshow 
the court that the proposed reduction would pets ae ey creditors, if 
no one was to have any notice? It was quite 

might be made with the view of pa: adividend 

the assets were not enough to meet the paid-up capital and to pay the 


some perty of a company, and the capital 
2 a wen should afterwards increase in value again. 
the increase would probably be treated as profit, and if there should be a 


subsequent fall in the value, the fund available for payment of the 


creditors would be diminished. gp pogemagee ER perl pe ud must 
have a discretion in the matter. If he was that by no possibility 
could the interest of the creditors be affected by the proposed reduction, 
he might say that there should be no advertisement of the petition, and if 
the judge had a discretion he could not exercise it without some inquiry. 
In his lordship’s view the rule which required an advertisement applied to 
pipes come subject to the power of the court to say that the interest 
of tors could not be affected, and, therefore, advertisement was 
pee med . on eee nuke 1 i 
enable any person who 
court and object. The Vice-Chancellor exercised hi 
the Court of Appeal ought not to interfere. His lordship added that Mr. 
. B. Palmer had furnished the court with the orders made in a number 
of cases, which were prefaced with the words, ‘‘the court not requiring 
any advertisement of the petition.” Those orders were quite consistent 
with the court nestng, eapeeen a discretion, and wed thought fit to 
dispense with ad ent. Bowszn and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.— 
Counsst, 7. B. Heath. Soxtcrrors, Ochm ¢ Summerhays. 


Exzcvror—Rstainsr—Sratvuts or Fraups, s. 4.—In a case of Field v. 
White, before the Court of Appeal, No. 2, on the 24th inst., a question 
arose as to an executor’s right of retainer. Previously to the marriage of 
obi he wey a ee a that he would 
give at 0000 tp coniteeins of Se marten. He did not fulfil the 
promise during his life. He died intestate, 
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any claim , he was guilty of a i. The t 

ofan cqneulee os arose in this way. aoe ection nell ton 
the executor or at law, and thus obtain a priority over the 
other creditors, those of a superior degree, and it was con- 
sidered unreasonable that an executor er administrator should be deprived 





tion to a proposed reduction of capital, and rule 5 of 
required that notice of the prerentation of the petition 
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of this priority because, by reason of his position, he 
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Prima facie one would say that an executor or administrator ought not to 
stand in a better position than another creditor, and that, if he could not 
sue the executor or administrator if he were an ordinary creditor, he ought 
not to be allowed to retain his debt. It was true that a parol agreement 
of this nature was not made void by section 4 of the Statute of Frauds ; 
that section only prevented the bringing of an action upon it. It was 
urged that an administrator might retain adebt which was barred by the 
Statute of Limitations, and that on the same principle he ought to be 
allowed to retain a debt arising out of a contract which was not made void 
by the Statute of Frauds. It had no doubt been held that an executor 
or administrator was not bound to plead the Statute of Limitations against 
a creditor; but it had never been held that he could pay a debt founded 
on & contract within section 4 of the Statute of Frauds. It was urged that, 
by to the rule with regard to the Statute of Limitations, it 
that an administrator might retain a debt which resulted 
from a contract within section 4. If the rule which had been laid down 
with reference to the Statute of Limitations was an instance of a principle 
which had been laid down, it would no doubt follow that an administrator 
might retain a debt resulting from a contract to which section 4 applied. 
of rule that an executor or administrator might pay a 
debt probably arose from a feeling on the part of 
judges that it was unconscionable to plead the Statute of Limitations, 
in his ip’s opinion, this rule as to the Statute of Limitations 
be taken to be an exception from the general rule that an executor 
ought only to pay those debts which were properly payable. There being 
no authority with regard to the Statute of Frauds, his lordship was of 
that the exception ought not to be extended. The claim to retain the 
must be disallowed. Bowen, L.J., said that the duty of an adminis- 
trator was to pay the just debts of the intestate. It was clearly not his 
duty to waste an estate which was not his own in satisfying demands 
which were not tenable at law or in equity. It was settled law that no 
executor or administrator could be compelled to take advantage of the 
Statute of Limitations, and the court was now asked to extend the 
to a contract within section 4'of the Statute of Frauds. His 
I thought that the exception ought to be extended. Fry, L.J., 
said that the right of retainer depended on whether it would be a devastavit 
for an administrator to pay a debt, to recover which, by reason of section 4 
of the Statute of an action could not be brought. In Comyn’s 
said that it is a devastavit if an executor pays a debt ‘‘ which 
need not be paid.” No doubt an exception had been engrafted on this 
rale in the case of the Statute of Limitations. Was that exception a mere 
it an illustration of a general principle? If it was the 
latter, one would have expected to find other illustrations of the 
principle, but no case could be found except that of the Statute of Limita- 
tions. His lordship thought that the attempt to extend the exception 
failed. It would be a devastavit for am executor or adminstrator to pay 
such a debt te another creditor, and therefore he could not retain it 
himself.—Cocssex, Pearson, Q.C., and Onvald ; Hastings, Q.C., and F. C. 
Norton. Sorictrors, Rhodes & Sons ; Norton, Rose, $ Co. 
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Pracrice—Moriow yor Rutz sist ron New Trrat—Acrtion rx Divorce 
Drviston—Jcpicatcvee Act, 1881, s. 9—R. S. C., 1883, ozp. 39, zr. 1, 
; ORD. 58, x. 10.—In the case of Saunders v. Saunders, before the Court 
No. 2, on the 23rd inst., the question was raised whether, in 
an im the Divorce Division, an application for a new trial ought 
now, as under the old practice, to be e by means of an application for 
4a sisi. The appeal was yy one from the refusal of Hannen, P., 

a rule nis: for a new . The court (Corrox, Bowen, and Fry, 

J.) refused the application on ite merits. But they said that in any 

future case of an application fora rule nisi the applicant must be pre- 

to argue the question whether that was the proper mode of apply- 

fora new trial. —Covnszer, Underhill, 0.C., and L. C. d’ Auvergne; 
Lipscomb. Sorsctron, H. G. Field. 
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Parexr, Acriox—Cosrs—Cosrs or rrovixc Breacnes—Parent Law 
Asespuesr Act, 1452 (15 & 16 Vicr. c. 83), s. 43.—In a case of The 
Badische Anilin Company v. Levinstein, betore the Court of Appeal, No. 2, 
om the Zist inst, 2 question arose as to costs of a patent action. The 
action was brought to restrain the alleged woe ew by the defendant 
of the piaintifis’ patent. Pearson, J. (L. K. 24 Ch. D. 156), held that the 
patent was valid, and that the defendant had infringed it, and he granted 
the plaantifis a certificate, under section 43 of the Act of 1852, that they 
had proved their particulars of breaches. On the appeal the court (Bac- 
osttat, Bowes, and Pur, L.J5.) decided that the patent was invalid on 

of and they dismissed the 
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«aid that, though it might have been 2 
past of the nt to ély only on bis objection to the validity of 
the but to insist also on the plaintiffs proving the infringement, 
yet be did so st his own risk 28 to costs.—Covmsrr, Higgins, W.C., and 
Chadaych Healey ; Astom, C., Weater, OC., and W.W. Lawson. Sort 
cstons, Gregory, Kowclifie, | Co. ; J. H. John. 

RB. &. ©, 1864, cnn. , x 15—Arrect—Seccurry ron Cowre~ ArreaL 


run vom: Oxuma—~ Onven von Beevurry ron Cowrs.—In a case of 
Willmott +. The Frithold House Company, betore the Court of Appeal, 


san 8) ant Sho 10th inst. om vation was made that an appellant might 
be tar give security for the conte of bis appeal from an order that he 
shoul give security tor the corte of the action. On the 6th of March 





Bacon, V.C., ordered that the plaintiff should give security to the amount 
of £200 for the costs of the action. On the 7th of March the plaintiff 
served a notice of appeal from this order. On the 10th of March the de- 
fendants served notice of a motion in the Court of Appeal that the plaintiff 
might be ordered to give security for the costs of his ap . This 
motion and the appeal motion came into the yd for hearing on the same 
day. The original motion came on to be heard first, and the defendants 
gave evidence of the plaintiff’s insolvency. On behalf of the plaintiff it 
was objected that it was not the practice to ——s security to be given 
for the costs of an interlocutory appeal, and that the notice of the 
original motion was given too late, reference being made to In re Indian, 
§c., Mining Company (31 W.R. 34, lL. R. 22 Ch. D. 83). The court 
(Corrox, Bowsgn, and Fry, L.JJ.) ordered security to the amount of £5 to 
be given for the costs of the appeal. They said that it was, no doubt, 
unusual to order security to be given for the costs of an appeal from an 
order to give security for costs ; but there was no reason why, in a proper 
case, such an order should not be made. As to the other objection, the 
defendants had given their notice of motion without any delay. The 
costs of the motion would be disposed of on the hearing of the appeal.— 
Counset, G. Henderson ; A. Emden. Soutcrrors, R. Chapman; W. Webb 
§ Templeton. 
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TENANT For Lire AND REMAINDERMAN—INcomE OR CaprTaAL—SuAREs IN 
Company—Bonvs.—In a case of Sproule v. Bouch, before the Court of 
Appeal, No. 2, on the 18th inst., the question was whether a ‘‘ bonus 
dividend ”’ on shares ina company was to be, as between a tenant for life 
and remainderman, considered income or “= A testator bequeathed 
600 shares in the company to his executor, in trust to pay the income to 
his widow for her life, with remainder to the executor absolutely. After 
the testator’s death the shares were registered in the name of the executor. 
In September, 1880, the company’s reserved fund, consisting of accumu- 
lated profits, having amounted to £100,000, and there being £38,000 of 
undivided profits, it was resolved, out of the £138,000, to pay a bonus of 
£2 10s. per share to the shareholders, in the form of an allotment of one 
uew share treated as _ up to the amount of £7 10s. for every old share 
held by the shareholder. e bonus, amounting to £1,500, was paid to the 
executor, and he employed it in paying for an allotment of 200 new shares 
paic up to the extent of £7 om onl share, which were registered in bis 
name. The profits had been e partly during the testator’s life and 
partly since his death. Kay, J., held that the 200 new shares belonged 
to the testator’s estate and not to the tenant for life. The Oourt of Appeal 
(Baccatiay, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) held that the shares belonged to 
the tenant for life. Fry, L.J. (whodelivered the judgment of the court), 
said that it had been contended for the remainderman, first, that, inde- 
pendently of the way in which the company associated the declaration 
and payment of the bonus with the issue of new share capital, the bonus 
had e capital; and, secondly, that, if not so, yet that, in the present 
case, the bonus was, in fact, by the proceedings of the company, converted 
into capital. The general principle applicable to the first of these inquiries 
might thus stated : Where a testator or settlor directs or permits 
the subject of his disposition to remain as shares or stock in a company 
which has the power either of distributing its profits as dividend or of con- 
verting them into capital, and the company y exercises this power, such 
exercise of its power is binding on all persons interested under him in the 
shares; andconsequently what is eee by thecompany asdividend goes tothe 
tenant for life, and what is paid to the shareholders as capital, or appro- 
priated as an increase of capital stock in the concern, inures to the benefit 
of all who are interested in the bee ee In a word, what the compan “7 
is income shall be income, and what it says is capital shall be capital. It 
had, however, been urged on behalf of the remainderman that the authori- 
ties had established a rule of law or of evidence that where a sum was paid, 
whether called bonus or dividend, ont of the accumulations of profits in 
previous years, it must be taken as a payment out of, or on account of, 
capital, and this, it had been argued, was made very clear whenever on 
the same shares and at the same time two sums were paid, the one by way 
of ordi dividend out of the year’s or half-year’s profits, and the other 
by way of bonus or extraordinary dividend out of the accumulations of 
profits in ram J periods. On principle such a conclusion would not 
seem to their lordships to be tenable. e ts of past years were not 
necessarily or in their nature capital; they might be retained for a year 
or years as a fund to prevent recourse to in case of loss, or for the 
equalization of future dividends, or merely for convenience of division, 
and, in fact, profits appeared to the court to retain their character of 
income till they were converted into capital. Furthermore, the question 
whether profits remained income or had boon capitalized was in its nature 
a mere question of fact. There were caves relating to shares or stock not 
in the Bank of England or Scotland which somewhat leant in favour of 
the view that accumulated constituted capital. There were, how- 
ever, other cases pointing the other way, and the doctrine contended for 
was not, therefore, aw by such a continuous current of authorities 
as to establish it. The cases eared to the court towstablish the pro- 
position that the inquiry as to the time when the profits were earned by 
the company was immaterial as between tenant for life and remainderman. 
Their rights had been made t on the legitimate action of the com- 
pany, and (subject to any rights arising from the law of apportionment) 
t lordships were of that the rights in question were determined 
by the time, not at w' the profite were ea by the company but at 
which they were, by the action of the company, made divisible among its 
members, Such being the law applicable to the present inquiry, their lord- 
ships were of ion that the company had done no act prior to the distri - 

in que: to make the accumulated protits part of the capital, and 
that the carrying of the moneys to the reserve fund was not a capitaliza- 
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tion of them. Nor was the carrying of the rest of the moneys in question 
to the account of undivided profits a step which was a conversion of profits 
into capital. As to the question whether the way in which the declaration 
of the bonus or dividend was coupled with the creation of new capital did 
or did not amount to a capitalization of the bonus, their lordships were of 
opinion that the directors were not authorized to make the payment of the 
dividend contingent on the tance of the new shares, nor did their 
lord: think that the directors had, by their acts, made the payment of 
the dividend contingent on the acceptance of the shares. No doubt the 
two operations—viz., the payment by the company of the dividend and 
payment of the call on the new shares—were arranged so that they might 
re together, but a shareholder who refused to take new shares 
wo have been entitled to recover his dividend from the company.— 
Counse., Rigby, Q.C., and Buckley ; Graham Hastings, Q.C., and Freeman. 
Soricrrors, R. 7. Jarvis; G. H. Barber § Son, 





Contract —Exzcutep ConsmgraTion — Monzy parm — Execution — 
Szrzvrz or Goops not THE Property or THE Desror—Liapmiry oF 
Denton To InpEMNIry OwnER or Goops.—In the case of Edmunds v. 
Wallingford, before the Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the 18th inst., the 
main question was whether the plaintiff, a trustee in pm ed 
was entitled to be indemnified by the defendant in respect of the sale of 
ee of the bankrupt’s under an execution levied by a creditor of the 

efendant. The action was to recover £1,200 promised by the defendant 
to be paid to the plaintiff as the trustee in bankruptcy of two of the 
plaintiff's sons, and in the alternative to recover £1,300, the sum realized 
by the sale of goods belonging to the sons, but seized and sold under a 
judgment against the defendant. The defendant alleged that there was 
no consideration for the promise, and that the goods seized were his own. 
In April, 1876, the defendant bought the business of an ironmonger in 
Andover in his own name but for his son, and paid the greater part of the 
purchase-money. The lease of the place where the business was carried 
on was taken in his name, and his wife lived on the place ; he came there 
every week and assisted more or less in the business, and the banking 
account of the business was kept in his name, and he alone drew cheques 
on that aecount. In August, 1876, the defendant’s two sons carried on the 
business as partners under the name of Wallingford Brothers, but he con- 
tix ued to visit the place and to keep the banking account as before; the 
business cheques being signed by him in the name of the firm. m 
March, 1878, to September, 1878, the defendant lived at the place. In 
the autumn of 1878 an action was brought against the defendant by the 
Mutual Society, and in October, 1878, judgment was signed against him. 
On October 24, 1878, the goods on the premises where the business was 
carried on were seized. Thesons claimed them ; but, upon an interpleader 
summons taken out by the sheriff, the claim was barred and the 
seized were accordingly sold. They realized £1,300, and that sum was 
paid into court in the action of the Mutual Society, as a security for what 
might be found due from the defendant to the society upon certam 
accounts directed to be taken in that action. On November 28, 1878, the 
sons were adjudged bankrupts, and the plaintiff was appointed their 
trustee. On May 9, 1879, the defendant entered into the written agree- 
ment sued upon whereby he agreed with the plaintiff that, in consideration 
of goods of the sons having been seized and sold on behalf of the Mutual 
Society in Le: prev of an alleged claim against the defendant, he 
that he would pay all the trade creditors of his sons for debts contracted 
while in business at Andover, and that he would pay £300 per annum to 
the trustee until the defendant should have paid him a sufficient sum to pay 
the trade creditors in full. At the trial judgment for the plaintiff was 
given by Huddleston, B., for £1,200, being the four years’ instalments 
under the agreement. The defendant appealed. The court (Lord Cour- 
riper, O.J., Sir J. Hannen, and Linviey, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
The judgment was delivered by Lixpiey, L.J., who said that, as between 
the father and the sons, it was established by the father’s statements that 
the goods were the sons’. Speaking fenerelly, where a person’s goods 
are lawfully seized for another's debt, the owner of the goods is entitled 
to redeem them, and to be reimbu: As the debtor the money paid to 
redeem them, and in the event of the sale of the goods to satisfy the debt, 
the owner is entitled to recover their value from the dobtor, at right 
exists, although there may be no agreement to indemnify or contribute ; 
but it may be excluded by contract, as well as by other circumstances. 
The general rule is inapplicable when the owner of the goods seized is, as 
between himself and the debtor, liable th pay the debt. That explained 
Grifinhoofe v. Daubuz (5 EB. & B. 746). Another exception was held, in 
England y. Marsden (14 W. R. 650, L. R. 10. P. 529), to exist where the 
owner has left the goods for his own convenience where they could be 
lawfully seized for the debt. But that case was questioned by Th , 
LJ., in Ex parte Bishop (29 W. R. Idd, L. R, 15 Ch. D. 417), and by 

Vaughan Williams, J., in Wms. Saund, 861, and, in their lordships 
opinion, it ought not to befollowed. In any case, on the facts, it was 
distinguishable from the case in question, © general a does not 
appl except where the owner can say to the debtor that the seizure 
should not have taken place ; it is because, as between them, the wron, 
goods have been seized that the question arises, But though the defend- 
ant was not estopped by the decision in interpleader, yet he wholly failed 
to show that the seizure was wrongful on the of the sheriff, There- 
fore, goods admitted by the defendant to be his sons’ had, by his conduct, 
been le; seized for his debt; therefore, he was liable to repay his sons 
the amount realised by the sale. The plaintiff had only agreed to release 
that liability upon gee of £1,200, and he could enforce that if the 
defendant succeeded in ans his expross was not binding. But 
the plaintiff was content to take the £1,200 instead of insisting on his 
right to the £1,300, The judgment of Huddleston, B., was, therefore, 








right.—Counssn, Finlay, Q.C., and W. B. Allen; Jelf, Q.C., and Johnston 


Watson; C. D. Edwards. Souscrrors, H. W. Purkiss ¢ Co.; Stokes § 


Robinson, for C. H. Edwards, Birmingham. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


Morreace—Frxrvures—Parcets—Morreace or Suevrinc Worxs—Ore 
ABSORBED BY Furnace.—In a case of Tottenham v. The Swansea Zine Ore 
Company, before Pearson, J., on the 21st inst., a curious question arose 
between two sets of mortgagees of some smelting works, as to the right to 
the ores which, in the process of smelJting, had become absorbed in the 
bricks which formed the lining of the smelting furnaces. The y; 
in 1880, executed a mortgage of their works (which were | ) to 
trustees for the holders of certain debentures Hegel: dey —ay. 
The deed assigned to the trustees the land and the gs and 
erected on it, exclusive of ‘‘ trade i ” as defined by the Bills of 
Sale Act, 1878. The first trust was to the company to hold and 
enjoy the premises, and to carry on their business thereupon, until default 
should be made Sn papenens £8 38 Mena or until an order should be 
made to wind up the company, or the ey ony should resolve upon a 
winding up. On the happening of either of these events, page was given 
to the trustees to enter into possession and to sell the fi 
the benefit of the debenture-holders. Im July, 1883, the company 
qvsquand 9 ascend seemnange @ e.samee TO to other trustees for the 
holders of another oo Le aang Hari dyeryrs also the 
com *s engines, , machi , tools, implemen: things used 
in rye ng of metal ore, loose materials, stock-in-trade, 
book debts, and other chattels and effects. The company made default 
in paying the first issue of debentures, and resolved on a voluntary 
indi The trustees of the second deed commenced this action for 





for the compulsory winding up of the company. The trustees of the first 
deed, who _ ps possession of the works, sold under the power 
contained in the first deed. The trustees of the second deed claimed to 
be entitled under their e to the ores which had been absorbed by 
the brick rp i of the smelting furnaces in the of smelting, and 
which could.only be extracted by pulling down the furnaces and smelting 
the bricks of which the linings mage gp There was evidence that 
this process was from time to time out by persons engaged ia 
smelting operations. The trustees of the second claimed (notwith- 
standing a the right to enter on the property and pull down the 
furnaces, in order to extract the ore, compensating the purchaser for 
the damage caused to the furmaces. A summons was taken out by 
the plaintiffs, asking that the liquidator (who was also receiver 
in the action) might be ordered to recover the absorbed ores in the 


way indicated, and sell them, and pay the proceeds to the f 
ke J., held that there was no aan for the plaintiffs’ claim. 
i under their security, 


He wen of aginien Sat ho Sek emerges Bem, 


down in vhamag v. Milne (7 fst ee a " 
first mortgage, the company osen. bed we 
and substitute for them furnaces of pure , they would an pow 
the first mortgagees, who would have been entitled to sell them. > 
Cookson, Q.C., and Ingle Joyce ; Levett ; Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., a 
Sorrcrrors, Ingle, Cooper, ¢ Holmes ; Newman, Stretton, § Huliard > Leareyd 
§ Co. 


| 


Morreace—Fvrragr Apvancss—Tackrve.—In a case of Atheriy v. 
Burnett, before Pearson, J., on the 2ist inst., a question arose as to the 
ight of a mortgagee to tack. The question was whether, when there is 
aieuin » to A. af two penpeties, 2. and 5.3 Oem on 
t notice) of X. to B.; them an equitable mortgage 

. to C.; and @, afterwards pays off 


charge § wn to 
amount due on the legal mortgage. On the 7th of Avawe 18TT, N. 
mortgaged to W., in fee, some houses in Southampton, to secure £1,269 and 
interest. On the same day N. mortgaged to W., in fee, four properties at 
Lyndhurst, and also two cot at we to secure another sum of 
£1,250. On the 20th of October, 1880, N. deposited with L. the title- 
deeds of the two cottages at Lyndhurst as security for a of £30 

had no notice of the pri manenen eto 18T7. On 

1880, N. deposited with A. the title deeds of the 

seourity for an advance of £2,200. A. hed ne nation ot the palet 
preening og He pha 18th of May, 1881, we A 
deeds of the Lyn com) mortgage 

1877 (other than = to otage) ana ecar fa um £00, 
included £1,600 then remaining 

of £1,400. A, had no notice of the prior mortgage of August, ISTT. 


of the Lyndhurst . Tw January, 1883, N. was adjadicated a 
bankrupt, and in July, 1882, A. paid off W., and took assignments 
from him of his two Yebts and transfers of his two securities 

August, 18T7. This wasa action by A., the defendants betas 
Lape ap weap aps ang Agente ob A. to be entitled te tack 
the amounts due to a sega ot be fro ee wet oak 
amounts due on the mortgage of A 1STT, so as te obtain 
pet over L. as the two cottages at Lyndhurst, * 
eld that A. was entitled to tack in the way which he — 


Covnann, Beeritt, Q.C, and Metliee; Cuter, QC, and Rene > 
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Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and G. C. 
Jupp ; Watson, Sons, § Room; J. J. Harlow ; Robins, Cameron, 4 Kemm. 





ApwanistRraTion or Insotvent Estate—TxansrerR OP PROCEEDINGS FROM 
Cuancery Drviston to Court or Bankruprcy—Discretion oF JuDGE— 
Banxrvurtcy Act, 1883, s. 125.—In a case of Higgs v. Weaver, before 
Pearson, J., on the 2st inst., a question arose as to the exercise of the 
power, given to the court by section 125 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, to 
transfer ings in the Chancery Division for the administration of an 
insolvent estate to the Court of Bankruptcy. Section 125 provides that 
* (1) Any creditor of a deceased debtor, whose debt would have been 
sufficient to support a bankruptcy petition against such debtor had he been 
alive, may present to the court a petition in the prescribed form, praying 
for an for the administration of the estate of the deceased debtor, 

to the law of bankruptcy.” ‘‘(2) Upon the prescribed notice 

being given to the legal personal representative of the deceased debtor, 
the court may, in the prescribed manner, upon proof of the petitioner’s 
debt, unless the court is satisfied that there is a reasonable probability that 
the estate will be sufficient for the payment of the debts owing by the 
deceased, make an order for the administration in bankruptcy of the 
deceased debtor’s estate, or may upon cause shown dismiss such petition 
with or without costs.’ ‘‘(4) A petition for administration under this 
section shall not be presented to the court after proceedings have been 
commenced in any court of justice for the administration of the deceased 
debtor’s estate, but that court may in such case, on the application of any 
creditor, and on proof that the estate is insufficient to pay its debts, 
transfer the proceedings to the court exercising jurisdiction in bankruptcy, 
and thereu: such last-mentioned court may, in the prescribed manner, 
make an forthe administration of the estate of thedeceased debtor, and 
the like ces shall ensue as under an administration order made on 
the petition of a creditor.’’ In the present case a testator died with debts 
amounting to about £1,000, and assets worth about £500. A creditor p' ted 
a peti undersection125, to the Court of Bankruptcy for theadministr&tion 
the estate. On the same day, but at a later hour, another creditor com- 
menced an action in the Chancery Division against the executrix for the 
administration of the estate, and, before the ition could be heard, he 
obtained an administration judgment, by which also a receiver of the 
assete and of the testator’s business was appointed is j 


proceedings might be transferred to the Court of Bankruptcy. The 
applicants had not proved their debts in chambers, and their ae were 
disputed. Pending the hearing of this summons the proceedings in 
chambers were continued, and considerable expenses were incurred. There 
was but a small number of creditors. The application was opposed by the 
inti by the defendant. Pzanson, J., refused the application. He 
said that he was informed by his chicf clerk that the expenses already 
in-urred in chambers would be entirely thrown away if he were to order 
the transfer, and, in the exercise of his discretion under section 125, he 
it would be more convenient not to make it. Considering the 
amount of the assets, and the small number of creditors, he thought 
administration should continue in the Chancery Division 
He had some doubt whether alleged creditors whose debts had not been 
ars and were, in fact, dixputed, were entitled to make the application, 
he did not decide the case on that ground.—Covnsgt, Charles Browne ; 
Oswald ; Geyer. Sorictrons,G. W. Churchley ; Keene, Marsland, § Bryden ; 
Simpoon, Palmer, & Winder. 


f 
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Racriricarios or Serriemest—Deep 1xe20Liep rx Cuancery Division— 
Jcuuspicrion—Frses axp Recoventes Act, 1833, s. 47.—In a case of Hall 


Recoveries Act, 1833. Bacox, V.C., said that he could not take upon 
bimeecif to interfere with the Act of Parliament. The 47th section con- 
tained 2 prohibition against the court i in the case of 
ivrolled the power which it undoubted] in other cases. 
Wo doubt there had been 2 mistake, but under the statute he had no 
power to correct it, and the action must be dismissed.—Covcnset, Hemming, 
QC, and W. Byrne; Martm,QC., and Kibton. Sormrrons, Freeman § 
Bothamley ; G. A. Crawley | Arnold. 


——_— 


Basurxc Acoovst—Jomr Gvuazaster oy Account or Joist Srock 
Comupast—Recoxertrerios or Couraxy—Deatu oy One oy Tue Guanan- 
3 us— Miserressestsrion—Corrinvance oy Guananrer—In a case of 
Ashhy v. Day, belore Wacom, V.C., om the Grd, 4th, 5th, 9th, and 11th 

. & question arose as to whether 4 joint guarantee given to secure the 
stcoount of a joint stock ae remained in force after the 

4esth of one of the guarantors; and, if 20, whether, under the circum- 
the bankers could recover om it. The company had been wound 

and reconstituted, but the account was not closed or altered except by 
interlineation of 2 word in the name of the company, and the n- 
tifls stated that they 4i4 not know of the reconstitution. The tiffs 
wiged that the dclendante were, by their conduct, eetopped from denying 
Cush the grusrentee to the account of the new com that 
the guarentee wae nit binding, then they were entitled to pes for 
lune out sined in consequence of rv tath the detend. 


= 





+4 mate 
ava. The dcleniante, who were the two seavieing quaseetonn, tasted 





Price; J. Chester. Soricrrors, Stocken ¢ | that the guarantee determined on the death of the third guarantor, and, 


amongst other defences, relied on Lord Tenterden’s Act. Bacon, V.C., 
said that in default of notice given at the time the liability of the defend - 
ants remained in force, and had been so considered and acted upon by 
them. It had never been held that the death of one contractor put an 
end to the joint contract; nor that such a continuance of dealing as was 
here proved could have any such effect. The defendants had acted 
throughout as if the guarantee were in force, and could not now be heard 
to deny it. Judgment for plaintiffs, with costs.—Counsret, Marten, Q.C., 
Finlay, Q.C., and Northmore Lawrence; Rigby, Q.C., J. Beaumont, and 
Harmsworth. Souscrrors, Trinders § Romer ; Walker § Mewburn Walker. 





Domictte—Fixrry oF ResrpENCE—CHARACTER oF ResipEnce.—In the 
case of Re Jas. Patience, Patience v. Main, before Chitty, J., on the 24th 
inst., the question arose whether a deceased intestate whose estate was 
being administered by the court was domiciled in England or Scot- 
land. The intestate, who had never married, was born in Scotland in 
1792; joined the British army in 1810; never after visited Scotland, 
serving for many years with his iment abroad; sold out in 1860, 
and resided in England without intermission from that date until 
his death in 1882, living in hotels and lodgings during the whole of that 
period. He had never owned or purchased any real estate either in this 
country or Scotland. It appeared that he had lost sight of all his Scotch 
connections, but that in 1860 he wrote a memorandum referring to his 
brother who died in 1827, and his sister who he had heard died in 1854, 
stating that, although he had had for many years no communications with 
any of his relations, he must accuse himself of being the cause of the long 
silence. There did not appear to be any other evidence of the intestate’s 
thoughts being directed towards his connection with his birthplace. 
Currry, J., said that the onus probandi was with those who alleged the 
domicile by choice as against that of origin. The memorandum of 1860 
was a mere reference, and there was, in fact, no evidence proceeding from 
the intestate’s spoken or written words which showed any intention of 
changing or not ing his domicile. Residence by itself, however 
long, did not constitute domicile, and taking into consideration the 
peculiarity of the intestate’s residence, how he shifted about from lodging 
to lodging without ever forming a | one ye home, there was nothing 
whatever which could disturb the domicile by origin. Had the intestate 
purchased real estate here or even a grave, or married and brought up a 
family, he might have decided otherwise, but as the facts were he must 
hold that the deceased was a domiciled Scotchman at the date of his death. 
—CovunseL, Macnaghten, Q.C., and Andrew Anderson ; Morshead ; Romer, 
Q.C., and Fossett Lock. Soxscrrors, B. Fielder Watson; B. Farquharson 
Watson ; Dowse. 


Venpor AnD Purcnuasern—Conrnacr ror Sate or Lanp—Sperciric Per- 
PORMANCE—AUTHORITY oF AUCTIONBER.—In a case of Saunders v. Dence, 
before Field, J., on the 18th inst., there was a question as to the authority 
of an auctioneer. The defendant bought some land at a sale by auction 
for £6,000. The auctioneer had, before the sale, received a letter from 
the plaintiff, asking what price would be demanded for a sale of the 
property by private contract in case it should not be sold at the auction. 
On the day of sale, but after the sale had taken place, the auctioneer 
informed the defendant that a client of his was inquiring about the 
property and the defendant then said that he was willing to resell for 
£6,600, of which £100 was to be paid to the auctioneer as commission, if 
the offer was accepted within a s time. The offer was communi- 
cated by the to the plaintiff, who wrote a letter to the auc- 
tioneer accepting it. This action was brought for the specific performance 
of the agreement. ‘There was a conflict of evidence as to the time within 
| which the defendant's offer was to be accepted, and one of the defences 
was that it was not ted in time. Another defence was that the 
auctioneer’s authority did not extend to making a contract, but that he 
was only authorized to bring the parties er, the case of Hamer v. 
Sharp (lL RB. 19 Eq. 108) being relied upon. Frep, J., held that Hamer 
v. Sharp did not apply, that the auctioneer was authorized to 
negotiate for a sale of the defendant’s interest under his contract. But 
the action was dismissed, on the ground that the offer had not been 

ted in time.—CounseL, Warmington, Q.C., and McSwinney ; Finlay, 
ea W. F. Hamilton. BSorscrrous, G. W. Dodd ; Whittington, Son, § 

‘arker. 





Practrice—Actrion xerennep—Deatu ov Piaintiyy—AuATRMENT OF 
Acrion—Apvino Executons as Panties—Trams oy Onpen ov Rervenence 
—R. 8. C., 1883, oun. 17, x. 4.—In the case of Bowker v. Evans and others, 
| in which judgment was delivered by the Divisional Court (Grove, 
| Manisty, and Lopes, JJ.) on the 23rd inst., the point arose as to the power 
| of the court to the executors of the deceased plaintiff, under ord. 
|17,r 4. The action was ht in June, 1883, to recover damages for 
| injary to the plaintiff's freehold property by reason of fhe defendants’ 
| taking away the minerals that sup it, The action was referred by 
| Consent to an arbitrator, with power to state a case, and the order 
| of reference provided that the arbitrator “shall make and publish his 
| award in writing of and concerning the matters referred ready to bu 
| delivered to the in difference, or such of them as require the same 
| (or their res ve personal representatives if either of the said 6 die 
| before the making of the award),’”’ Several mectings were held, and on 
| November 4, 1964, the plaintiff died, On December 80 the award was made 
| in favour of ee Bay , subject to a special case (which was subse- 
| quewtly decided the # favour), The executors of the plaintiff 
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proved his will on the 5th of January, 1885, and on the 6th applied by 
summons, under ord. 17, r. 4, to substitute their names for that of the 
deceased plaintiff in the action, and that the should be 
carried on between them and the defendants. Field, J., at chambers, 
reversing the order of the district at Manchester, granted the 
application. On aos! the defendants contended that, the action having 
abated by the death of the plaintiff, the executors could not be added as 
parties under ord. 17, r. 4. The executors contended that, by the terms 
of the order of reference, the parties had agreed that the personal repre- 
sentatives of either party dying might be and that therefore the 
court had power to add the executors under ord. 17, r. 4. It was held by 
Manisty and Lorzs, JJ., Grove, J., dissenting, that ord. 17, r. 4, only 
applied to cases where the cause of action continued and survived, while 
here the cause.of action was dead, and so the action had abated; and 
though by the terms of the order of reference the parties had agreed that 
the award, even if made after the death of either party, should be binding on 
their personal representatives, that this agreement did not give the court 
any a to add the executors under ord. 17, r. 4, so as to allow them to 
continue the proceedings, the cause of action not having survived, but 
only gav2 the executors a right of action on the t. Held, by 
Gnove, J., that by the terms of the order of reference, the parties having 
agreed that the award should be binding, even if made after the death of 
either party, the parties had thereby agreed that the action should be 
continued to their personal representatives, and the action was thereby 
kept alive, and so the court had jurisdiction to add the executors of the 
plaintiff as parties under ord. 17, r. 4, and to allow them to continue the 
proceedings in the action. The majority of the court being of a contrary 
opinion, the appeal was allowed.—Counset, Ambrose, QC., and £. 
Sutton ; Sir F. Herschell, 8.G., and Heywood. Sozrcrrors, J. Burton, for 
= & Walker, Manchester; Chester, Mayhew, § Co., for Crofton ¢ Craven, 
Manchester. 





County Courts Act, 1856 (19 & 20 Vicr. c. 108), s. 39—Derenpant’s 
Rieut To stay Action 1x County CourtT—AcTION WHICH CANNOT BE TRIED 
iv Hien Court—Action unpEr Emproyers’ Liasmiry Act, 1880 (43 & 44 
Vicr. c. 42).—In a case of Claxton v. Lucas ¢ Co., which came ore a 
divisional court (Maraew and Smiru, JJ.), on the 20th inst., the question 
arose as to whether the defendant in an «ction over £5 under the 
Employers’ Liability Act can as of right stay the proceedings under 
section 39 of the County Courts Act, 1856, so as to compel the plaintiff to 
bring the action in the High Court. Section 39 provides that, if in any 
action of contract the plaintiff shall claim a sum exceeding £20, or if in 
any action of tort the plaintiff shall claim a sum ex £5, and the 
defendant shall give notice that he objects to the action being tried in the 
county court, and shall give security for the amount claimed, 
and the costs of trial in one of the superior courts of common law, 
- . . all proceedings in the county court in any such action shall be 
stayed,” &c. The following were the facts:—The plaintiff brought an 
action in the City of London Court under the Emplo ’ Liability Act, 
and the defendants gave notice under section 39 of the County Courts Act, 
1856, that they objected to the action being tried in the City of London 
Court, and gave security for the amount claimed and the costs of trial in 
the High Court, and thereupon all proceedings in the action were stayed 
under that section. The plaintiff then commenced his action in the h 
Court, but, finding that that court had no jurisdiction under the Em- 
ployers’ Liability Act to try it, he discontinued that action, and applied 
to the judge of the City of London Court to remove the stay of proceed- 
ings, so as to allow the action in the City of London Court to continue, 
which the learned judge did. The defendants thereupon obtained a rule 
nisi for a prohibition restraining the City of London Court from proceedin 
to hear and determine the action, Held, on cause being shown coun 
the rule for a prohibition, that section 39 applies only to those actions 
which can be tried in the High Court. An action under the Employers’ 
Liability Act, by section 6, cannot be tried in the h Court, unless 
removed into it by certiorari, and therefore section 39 does not apply to 
such an action, and the rule for a prohibition must be disch — 
Counsgt, Horne Payne and G. 8. Bowers R. A. McCall. Soxicrrors, 
Ranger § Burton ; Cope ¢ Oo. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES, 


Banxruptcy—Acr or Banxruprcy—Noncer or INTRNTION TO sUSPEND 
Payment—Puivate Mexrinoe or Creprrors—StaTeMent or AFrarrs—Orrrr 
or Compostrion—Banknrurrcy Act, 1883, s, 4, sun-axcrron {) n.).—In the 
case of Ex parte Jones, In re Walsh, which came before the Div: al Court 
in Bankruptcy on the 18th inst., an im t question was raised as to 
the meaning of section 4, sub-section (1) (A.), of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
which enacts that a debtor commits an act of ban y if h 
to any of his creditors that he has suspended, or that he is about to suspend, 
payment of his debts. The debtor called a mee of his creditors, which 
was held on the 13th of June, and at that m a statement of his 
affairs was presented to the creditors, and he a com of 
6s. 8d. in the pound, based on the statement of affaive, but it was not 
accepted; a subsequent offer of 10s, in the pound was aleo rejected. On 
the 19th of June petition was filed, and a pegs order made ae 
the debtor, who was subsequently adjudicated The de! in 
calling his creditors together acted on the advice of to whom he 
went on the 20th of May, and they, having rece:ved meg the debtor, 
made a payment before the 19th of June to the accountant w: the 
statement of affairs, and also claimed to retain other moneys eir own 
costs prior to the 19th of June, The question raised was whether these 





e gives notice | an 


payments had been made with notice of an act of bankruptcy. The 
solicitors had attended the of creditors, and therefore the sole 
rte Dy hadley Ap ad ace yee ys of bankruptcy. 
u omson, 0 Court, on 

te palars Oastler, In re Fri (33 W. R. 126, L. R. 13 Q. B. D. 471, 
that it was not. For the appellant, the trustee, it was contended that the 
calling of a private meeting of 

a statement which clearly showed that 
ractically a notice of suspension of payment, and therefore, 
1) (A.), an act of bankruptcy. » JS. 
nothing short of a definite intimation of the debtor’s intention to suspend 
payments of debts would be sufficient. Here there was no such intimation. 
rhe aesw wep wae the qaneatiie 3 Bo perl Parle, SA Sea aa 
the appeal must be —CovunszI., Bi Y 
Smyly. Soxrcrrors, F. Venn ¢ Co, for J. P. Harris, Liverpool; Pritchard, 
Englefield, § Co., for Gartside ¢ Falkner, Manchester. 


Banxruptcy—Exxcvtions roR AMOUNTS UNDER AND over £20—Sarz— 
Notice wrrnm Fovrrgsn Days or Prrrmriex—ApsvpicaTios—Ricuts oF 
Execution Creprrors unpER £20—Banxevrrcy Act, 1883, s. 46, sun- 
sEcTIoN 2.—In the case of Ex parte Crossthwaite, In re Pearce, in which 
Cave, J., on ae oe inst., sies 9 Seen Je 5 en ee 
time te consi e case, an important point was as e 

of an execution creditor for a sum not exceeding £20 when there are other 
executions for amounts over £20, and, within fourteen em after the sale, 
the sheriff receives notice of the presentation of a ptcy 
against the debtor. It was an application by a creditor for an or 
the trustee to pay over £12 13s.—the amount which the sheriff 
directed to levy on the goods a issued 
instance of the ap In the beginning of May, 1884, the sheriff 
in possession of goods of 

the first in order of ity was for £41, second for £6, the 
£47, the fourth for 
On the 12th of May the sheriff sold and 

He continued to hold this sum until the 22nd of May, when he had 
of a bankruptcy petition having been that da t 
debtor; and subsequently, after adjudication, he paid £6 to the execution 
creditor whose writ was second in 

balance to the trustee. Section 46 (2 : 
that, where the goods of a debtor are sold under an execution in respect 
of a judgment for a sum exceeding £20, the sheriff costs 
of the execution from the proceeds of sale for 
fourteen days, and if, within that time, notice is served on him of a bank- 
coer pees Sete Se ene against or by the debtor, and the 
de atietess Seas Dee, SS : 
the sheriff has notice, the pay the to the trustee in 
the bankruptcy, who shall'be 

execution creditor. It was contended, on behalf of 
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Banxrvurrey—Sourcrron’s Riext oF Avcprance—Arraan rrou Cocxtr 
Covrnt—Divistonat Covar or rae Hreu Covar or a the case 


of In re Barnett, Bx parte Trustee, which came before a court 
of the Court sii in , on the Mth inst, the t 
question of a solicitor’s right of waa raised. Mr. Por ( ) 
the t, whea it waa suggested to the court that he 

no right of inasmuch as section 151 of the Bankruptey Act, 
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but said about reviving the solicitor's of audience, 
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Te waa, Sralat. admitted that before 
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the 1883 Act, the appeal being to the Chief Judge in Bankruptcy, the soli- 
citor would have had a right of audience under section 71 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1869. The court (Cavz and Wi1ts, JJ.) held that this case 
was a ‘‘ bankru matter in the High Court’ (section 151), and of pre- 
cisely the same kind as the matters in which, before the present Act was 
passed, @ solicitor could have beenjheard ; therefore the solicitor had a right 
of audience.—Covunset, Poyser, for the respondent. Soricrrors, Fox ¢ 
Page ; Scott § Barham. 





Costs oF perusinG Austract oF Titte—Soxicirors’ Remuneration Act, 
1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 44)—Generat Onpver, Avcust, 1882—ScuepuLe 2.— 
In the case of In re R. A. Parker, before Chitty, J., on the 10th and 24th 
inst., being a summons to review taxation, the question arose whether 
the old charge for ing an abstract of title—6s. 8d. for three brief 
sheets of eight folios (the charge allowed by the taxing master)—was 
displaced by the General Order made in pursuance of the Solicitors’ 
Remuneration Act and increased thereby to 1s. a folio. The question 
turned on schedule 2 of the order. e confused arrangement of 
the schedule and its general eon agro d were the subject of comment. 
The leading arguments are noticed in the judgment. Currry, J., said :— 
The question is as to the meaning of the term ‘‘ other documents ’’ in the 
2nd schedule to the general order made in pursuance of the Solicitors’ 
Remuneration Act, 1881. It is contended on behalf of the solicitors, that 
those words include abstracts, and, consequently, that the solicitor is now 
entitled to a fee of 1s. per folio for perusing an abstract, instead 
of the old fee of 6s. 8d. for three brief sheets of eight folios each. The 
schedule is referred to in the second rule in this way under sub-section (c.) : 
** In respect of all other deeds or documents, and of all other business, the 
remuneration for which is not hereinbefore, or in schedule 1 hereto, pre- 
scribed, the remuneration is to be ted according to the present 
system as altered by schedule 2 hereto.’’ On the face of it, schedule 2 
does not contain an exhaustive statement of the system as altered by the 
rule itself, but merely contains certain alterations which are made in 
terms, It is noticeable that, in sub-section (c.), many documents are men- 
tioned, ‘settlements, mining leases, or licences or agreements therefor, 
re-conveyances, transfers of mortgage, or charges and assignments of 
leases.”” Now, turning to the schedule itself, the heading of that which 
. is, not in form but in substance, the first part of the 2nd schedule, I find 
the words, ‘Instructions for and drawing and perusing deeds, wills, 
and other documents.’’ I should say, speaking of the matter simply, 
that the term ‘‘other documents ”’ is sufficient to include abstracts, but 
there is this consideration, which probably was in the mind of 
those who framed the rules, that an abstract is rather an epitome 
of a document than a document itself, and I think from reading the 
other of the rules that this becomes more apparent. But the 
schedule is s piainly, as I have intimated, divided into two parts. That is 
shown e fact that the note, which I am about to read, occurs before 
that which deals with abstracts of title:—‘‘In extraordinary cases 
the taxing master may increase or diminish the above charge, if, for any 
special reasons, he shall think fit; ’’ and then comes a new heading— 
** Abstracts of title, where not covered by the above scales,’’ and those 
words ‘‘ where not covered by the above scales’’ refer, undoubtedly, to 
the scale scheduled. Then, at the end of that, which I say is necessarily 
a second part of this 2nd schedule, I find a note similar to the note whic 
I have just read. It ap to me, upon the true construction of the 
2nd schedule, that abstracts of title is a term used independently of 
*‘ other documents,”’ and is intended to be in contrast with them. The 
result is that abstracts of title are dealt. with specifically, and that the 
old practice remains, except so far as an alteration has been expressly 
effected ; and, I think, to answer the question with which I started, that 
the term ‘‘ other documents”’ on the true construction of this schedule, 
does not include abstracts of title. It was well said that one of the objects 
of these new rules was to do away with the old system of remunerating 
solictors simply according to the length of the documents that they drew 
or perused, and it was said in furtherance of that proposition that, inas- 
much as deeds after the Conveyancing Act would be shorter, it would 
follow that abstracts would be shorter, and it would follow that the solici- 
tor had to employ more mental labour in reading, not merely the deeds, but 
in vending the abstract. There is some force, undoubtedly, in that observa- 
tion, but in p ce, though solicitors could read the abstracts, and do 
sometimes advise their clients themselves personally on the mutter, it is 
generally found (I do not say it is the universal rule) that solicitors 
prep counsel and do not undertake the responsibility of advising on a 
ti of the simplest kind. That being so, it appears to me thereis 
a reason for saying that those who framed these rules did not intend to 
increase the remuneration of the solicitor for work which, in most cases, 
is rather of a mechanical kind—merely reading through the abstract 
before sending it to counsel—from 6s. 8d., as it stood at the time when 
these rules were made, to 24s., as it would be if the contention of the 
solicitors in this case be held to be correct. I would make one further ob- 
servation on the rules, which is this, that I find, on looking at the specific 
matters which are dealt with, that some of the charges remain as they were 
at the time when the rules were though the amount of remuneration 
is stated — the ead. How that occurred I cannot exactly 

‘ossibly there was some discussion about these particular heads, 

in the result the old charges were continued. Asthe matter appeared 

to be one of some importance to solicitors, I requested the taxing masters 
to make a report to me on the subject, and I find that seven of the taxing 


masters, as one, have, in the taxation of bills, acted upon the 
opinion I have myself arrived at. I have arrived at my opinion 
independently of their report, but, at the same time, their 


report has 
given me valuable assistance in the matter. I therefore hold in this case 








that the taxing master is right.—Counset, Macnaghien, Q.C.; Phipson 
Beale. D easiecaat Sharpe, Parker, Pritchard, ¢ Sharpe. No respondent 
appear ; 





Soxrcrrors’ Remuneration Act, 1881—Generat Orper, Rvuizs 2 (s.), 
(c.), Scuepute I., Parr II.—Scarz Cuarcr ror Leas—E—ATTENDANCES AND 
JOURNEYS RESULTING IN AGREEMENT FoR Lease.—In the case of Jn re C. G. 
Field, a solicitor, before Chitty, J., on the 25th inst., being a summons to 
review taxation, the question arose as to whether a solicitor was entitled, 
in addition to the scale charges as fixed by the Solicitors’ Remuneration 
Act, 1881, General Order, Schedule L., Part II., incurred in and about the 
i nee of a lease, to also charge for interviews and attendances, 
including journeys, which resulted in the agreement for lease, and which, 
in fact, led to the heads of terms from which the lease was p . The 
taxing master disallowed such charges, being of opinion that the language 
of Schedule I., Part IL, as to leases, &c,, must be read in connection with 
that of rule 2 (5.) which meant that the scale charge should be exhaustive 
It was, however, submitted that as Schedule I., Part II., contained no 
mention of negotiations, the old practice of charging separately for such 
eliminaries remained, and that was the proper effect of rule 2 (c.). 
ITTY, J., said that the scale charge for leases was intended to cover all 
preli negotiations and attendances.. The rules in fixing scale 
charges were on the give and take principle, and were to be taken for 
better or worse, and the rough was to be taken with the smooth. The 
taxing master’s view was right.— CounsEt, Ince, Q.C., and 4. W. Rowden ; 
Romer, Q.C., and Davenport. Soxicrrors, Soames, Edwards, ¢ Jones, for 
C. G. Field, Reading ; Freeman § Bothamley, for J. C. Chalk, Brighton, 








OBITUARY. 


MR. HENRY MONEY WAINWRIGHT. 


Mr. Henry Money Wainwright, solicitor, died at Dudley on the 18th 
inst., in his seventy-second year. Mr. Wainwright was bornin1813. He 
was admitted a solicitor in 1835, and for nearly fifty years he had con- 
ducted a large practice at Dudley. He had been for many years solicitor 
to the South Staffordshire Waterworks Company, and he was also solicitor 
and secretary to the Dudley and Stourbridge Tramways Company. Mr. 
Wainwright took an active part in all-local business. He was an alder- 
man for the borough of Dudley, and he had filled the office of mayor. 
He was also chairman of the Dudley School Board, and a justice of the 
peace for the borough. 





MR. JOHN FLETCHER HARGRAVE, 


Mr. John Fletcher Hargrave, many years a judge of the Supreme Court of 
the Colony of New South Wales, died recently,;at Sydney, in his seventieth 
ear. Mr. Hargrave was born in 1815. He was educated at King’s Col- 
ege, London, and at Trinity College, Cambridge, where he graduated as 
a senior optime in 1837. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
Hilary Term, 1841, and he practised for several years as an equity drafts- 
man and conveyancer. He achieved a wide reputation as a real property 
lawyer, and he edited the first volume of Blackstone, and was the author 
of a treatise on the Thellusson Act. In 1856, in consequence of the state 
of his health, he emigrated to Australia, and he was in due course called 
to the bar at Sydney. He was appointed Solicitor-General of New South 
Wales in 1856, and he was Attorney-General of the colony from 1860 till 
bitow Wr he egw Sa uisne judge ee es vp reme ert, f was 
ai rimary e in equity in , and he was also judge in 
seneincatian pms ky A ox months ago Mr. Justice Hargrave retired 
from judicial life on account of failing health. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Tuomas Muscrave Francis, solicitor, of Cambridge, has been 
appointed by the high sheriff of Cambridgeshire and Huntingdonshire 
(Mr. John Oarbery Evans) to be Under Sheriff of those counties for the 
ensuing year. Mr. Francis is an M.A. of Trinity College, Cambridge. 
He was admitted a solicitor in 1874. 


Mr. Grzert Joun Dasurer, solicitor (of the firm of Tweed, Stephen, & 
Dashper), of Lincoln and Skegness, has appointed a Communes to 
administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of J udioobore. 


Mr. Frepericx Rowand Roxerrs, solicitor (of the firm of Roberts & 
Evans), of Aberystwith, has been appointed by thg high sheriff of 
Cardiganshire (Mr. George Williams Parry) to be Under Sheriff of that 
county for the ensuing year. Mr. Roberts is clerk of the for the 
county, and clerk to the Commissioners of Taxes at Aberystwith. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1839. 


Mr. Ranpat Oasson, solicitor (of the firm of Breese, Jones, & Casson), 
of Dolgelly and Portmadoc, has been appointed by the high sheriff of 
Carnarvonshire (Mr. John Ernest Greaves) to be Under Sheriff of that 
=. for the ensuing year. Mr. Casson was admitted a solicitor in 


Mr. Cranence Ricnarp Haxsz, solicitor (of the firm of Halse, Trustram, 
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& Co., 61, Cheapside, E.C., and 17, Old coe -street, W.), has been 
appointed by it, Alanmen and Sheriff Whitehead to be Under Sheriff 
of Tae and Middlesex, in the place of Mr. Henry Homewood Craw- 
ford, elected City Solicitor. Mr. 0 ce Halse was admitted in Hilary 
Term, 1875, and is a liveryman of the Skinners’ Company. 

Mr. Tuomas Lewis, solicitor, of Narberth, has been appointed by the 
high sheriff of Pembrokeshire (Lieut.-Col. H Leach to be Und 
Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Lewis was admitted a 
solicitor in 1842. He is clerk to the Commissioners of Taxes at Nar- 
berth. 


Mr. Cartos Coorzr, barrister, has been appointed Recorder of the 
Borough of King’s Lynn, on the resignation of Mr. Douglas Brown, Q.C. 
Mr. Cooper was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Term, 1839. 
He is a member of the South-Eastern Circuit, practising locally at 
Norwich. He has been, for many years, recorder of the borough of 
Retford. 


Mr. Wii11am Lampert Dosson, puisne judge of the Supreme Court of 
the colony of Tasmania, has been appointed Chict Justice cf Tasmania, in 
succession to Sir Francis Smith, ed. Chief Justice Dobson was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1856, having, in 
the previous -May, obtained a first-class certificate of honour. He was 
attorney-general of that colony from 1861 till 1870, when he was appointed 
a puisne judge of the Supreme Court. 


Mr. Witt1aM Gretr, attorney - general of Tasmania, succeeds Mr. 
Justice Dobson as a Judge of the Supreme Court of that colony. 


Mr. Gzorcz Tuomas Barras, solicitor, of Rotherham, Sheffield, and 
Hoyland, has been appointed Clerk to the Rotherham Board of Guardians 
mas Assessment Committee, and Superintendent i for the Rother- 
ham District. Mr. Barras was admitted a solicitor in 1876. He is clerk 
to the Hoyland School Board. 


Mr. Cuartes Freperick Jounson, solicitor (of the firm of Johnson & 
Johnson), of Stockport, Marple, and New Mills, has been appointed Clerk 
to the Marple Local Board. Mr. Johnson was admitted a solicitor in 
1882. 





DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS.. 


Rocer A. Gartsipr and Ernest Farxner, solicitors, Manchester (Gart- 
side & Falkner). Feb. 20. 

Cuarizs Rosert Hinnevt and Huen Brown, solicitors, 28, Townhall- 
square, Bolton (Hinnell & Brown). March7. The said business will be 
carried on by the said Hugh Brown at 28, Townhall-square aforesaid. 

[ Gazette, March 20.] 


Henry Homewoop Crawrorp and Samuz, Custer, solicitors, 90, 
Cannon-street and 16 and 17, Lawrence Pountney-hill, London (Crawford 
& Chester). March 21. The said business will be carried on by the said 
Samuel Chester on his own account, under the same style as heretofore. 

(Gazette, March 24.] 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Orper or Court, 
Tuesday, the 24th day of March, 1885. 

‘Whereas, from the present state of the business before the 
Division and the Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court of Justice 
respectively, it is expedient that a portion of the causes commenced in the 
said Chancery Division, but. net being causes commenced for any of the 
se ape set forth in the 3rd sub-section of the 34th section of the Supreme 

urt of Judicature Act, 1873, and thereby specially assigned to the said 
division, should be transferred to the saia Queen’s Bench Division; now 
I, the Right Honourable Roundell Earl of Selborne, Lord High Chancellor 
of Great Britain, with the consent of the Lord Chief Justice of England, 
as President of the last-mentioned division, do hereby order that the 
several causes set forth in the schedules: hereto be transferred from the 
Chancery Division to the Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court of 
Justice, and be marked in the cause-books ly. And this order is 
to be drawn up by the registrar, and set up in the several offices of the 
Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice, 


First Schedule. Wilde v Whitaker 1884 W 1,532 


Causes assigned to Vice-Chancellor/ Jan 16, 1885 
Bacon. Simmons v Phillips 1884 S 3,061 
Buxton & High Peak, &c, Co v{ Jan 21, 1885 


Mitchell 1884 B 2,208 Oct 18, |Keen v Bennett 1884 K 512 Jan 
1884 30, 1885 

Attorney General v Elt 1884 A |Doddv Myers 1884 D 1,836 Feb 
1,004 Nov 13, 1884 12, 1885 , 

Gill vy Whitaker 1884 G 1,140|Lord Cardwell v Tomlinson 1884 


Suigh v Cumming. 1884 S 3,921 
Feb 28, 1885 


Schedule. 
Causes to Mr. Justice Kay. 
Henderson v Andrade 1882 H 1,299 
July 2, 1884 


er | Ponsonby v Hartley 1882 P 1,942 


Dec 28, 1884 

Prescott v Land Mortgage, &c, Co, 
ld 1884 P 1,047 Jan 28, 1885 

Henry v Bennett 1884 H 2,991 
Feb 6, 1885 

Lazarus v Mackie & Co 1884 L 
2,440 Feb 17, 1885 

Hardacre v Hattersley 1884 H 
4,376 Feb 17, 1885 

Rutter v Vi of Richmond 1884 
R 2,214 20, 1885 

Hume v Shoolbred 1884 H 3,481 
March 


ya 
Ca aaigued to, Mr. Justice 
uses y 
Currry 


Fleet v Spalding 1883 F 2,217 
March 27, 1884 

Boord v Stone 1883 B_ 6,588 
June 3, 1884 

Crosby v Glengall, &c, Soc 1884 C 
932 June 7, 1884 

The Leeds Permnt Benefit Bldg Soc v 
Sheard 1883 L 3,600 June 26, 


1884 
Dicks v Lane 1882 D 572 July 
17, 1884 
Easterbrook v The Gt Western Ry 
Co 1883 E 396 July 22, 1884 
Easterbrook v The L B & SC Ry Co 
1883 E 391 Dec 6, 1884 
Easterbrook v The Taff Vale Ry Co 
1883 E 390 Dec 23, 1884 
Easterbrook v The Gt Northern Ry 
Co 1883 E 393 Dec 23, 1884 
Easterbrook v The North Eastern Ry 
Co 1883 E 394 Dec 23, 1884 
Easterbrook v The Met RyCo 1883 


1883 E 389 Dec 23, 1884 

Mara v London 1884 M 626 July 
28, 1884 

Knowles v Roberts 1883 K 432 
Aug 12, 1884 

Searle v Gimblett 1884 


Aug 15, 1884 





Reneson yOoe 1884 R 675 Nov 
1 


4, 1884 
Dunston v Neal 1884 D 1,490 
a Neal 1884 8S 2,881 N 
Sealy v ‘ov 
18, 1884 paste: 
Houghton y Cooney 1883 H 813 
Dec 


Attenborough v Hirter 1884 A 
1,105 Dec 15, 1884 
v Burt 1884 G@ 1,337 
Dec 24, 1884 
Baxter v Borough of Bedford 1884 
B 4,422 Jan 13, 1885 
Gough v Duncan 1884 G 2,590 
Jan 14, 1885 
croft v Chiswick Local Bd 
1884 T 1,350 Jan 30, 1885 
1884 H 4,863 
Feb 20, } : 


Girand vy Nance 1884 G 911 Feb 
24, 1885 : 
Stalworthy v Powell 1884 C 3,505 


March 12, 1885 
Codd v Bratby 1884 © 583 March 
17, 1885 


Fourth Schedule. 
Causes to Mr. Justice 


ORTH, 
Purland v Balls 1883 P 23 April 


3, 1884 
Sheffield, &c, Society v Earl of Jer- 


sey 1884 8S 3,922 May 23, 1884 
others v Glanrhyd Tin 
late Co, 1d 1883 L 2,677 May 27, 
1884 
Barnett & a 
June 12, 1884 
Barrett v Barnett 


1884 B 489 
June 21, 1884 
v Carr 1883 M 3,247 July 2, 


1 

Andrews v Gt Eastern Ry Oo 1884 
A 317 July 16, 1884 
Banfield v Ricketts 1884 B 3,275 
Aug 12, 1884 

Ferguson v Peter. Dixon, Sons, & 
— 1883 F 1,254 Aug 13, 


Ferguson v Carlisle City, &c, Bank- 
ing Co 1884 F 235 Aug 13, 1884 

Attorney-General v The Finchley 
Local Board 1883 A 1,793 Oct 
21, 1884 

Andrews v Litchfield 1884 A 420 


Nov 5, 1884 
Serzorne, C. 
Corznipes, C.J. 





LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
March 19.—Biii Read a Second Time. 


Sale of Poisons. 


March 20,— Bills Read a Second Time. 
Argentine 


Prrvate Briis.—Central 
Light Railway (Deviation, &c.). 


Railway Company; Elham Valley 


Bills Read a Third Time. 
Prrvats Brius.—Auld’s Patent ; Newark Markets and Fairs. 


March 23.—Bili Read a Second Time. 


Election (Hours of Poll). 


Parvate Brut.—Tilbury and Gravesend Tunnel Junction Railway 


Bill Read a Third Time. 





Nov 29, 1884 
Brooks v Askew 1884 B 2,057 
Dec 10, 1884 
ve vy McWhirter 1884 M 
1,027 Jan 10, 1885 
Crawley v Wolff 1884 © 4,079 
Jan 12, 1885 





© 2,325 Feb 13, 1885 
Poucel v Tod Heatly 1884 P 1,227 


Tatesll pond hborough 1884 T 
v 

1,179 Feb 1885 
Swansea Im 


Co v awe cong Afumbiee ny Co 


ld 1884 S 2,994 Feb 27, 1885 





(Abandonment). 
HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
March 18,— Bills Read @ Second Time. 
Paivats Briis.—Eastbourne Improvement; Rickmansworth Water. - 
March 20.—Bil? Read a Second Time. 
Post Office Sites. 
Bill in Commitee. 
Redistribution. 
March 23.—Bills Read a Second Time. 


Parvats Briis,—Great Western Railway; Hailsham Water. 
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Cape of Good Hope (Advance). 

teams 4 Elections (Returning Officers). 
Army (Annual 

Consolidated Fund (No. 2). 


Bill in Committee. 


Redistribution. 

March 24.— Bills in Committee, 
Redistribution. 
Cape of Good Hope (Advance). 


Bill Read a Third Time. 
Paivate Brt.—London, Chatham, and Dover Railway (Capital). 








LEGAL NEWS. 


On Monday last, in the House of Commons, Mr. W. H. Smith asked the 
Attorney-General whether her Majesty’s Government had taken into 
their consideration the serious delays in the Chancery Division of the High 
Court of Justice to which attention was called last session, and which still con- 
tinued ; genes $d ee totake any measures to secure to 
suitors @ more raj ministration of justice. The Attorney-General said : 
It must be reco od that this block in the Court of Chancery is one 
that has existed certainly ever since the time of Lord Eldon’s ye Metso 
ship, and its removal is a work of great difficulty, but some progress has 
been made, and I am glad of this opportunity of stating how much has 
been done during the last twelve months, and is now being done, for 
relieving the pressure of business in the Chancery Division. It is im- 
possible not to the readiness with which the Lord Chief Justice 
and the judges of the Queen’s Bench Division have taken upon themselves 
the additional burden of rendering assistance to the Chancery Division. 
The Chancery Division has been saleoel of bankruptcy business. Until 
last year bankruptcy was dealt with by a chancery judge; now it is 
transacted by a judge of the Queen’s Bench Division. The Queen’ s Bench 
judges have taken upon themselves the whole burden of circuits, 
and have relieved the Chancery judges, so that all five courts and 
all chambers of the Chancery Division are open throughout the sit- 
tings. Under the —— of the Judicature Act of last year a Queen’s 
Bench judge (Mr. Justice Field) is now sitting as an additional judge of 
the Chancery Division, and will (as I am informed) by Easter have 
finished the list of causes transferred to him (fifty in ten. At the 
same time, an order has been made transferring sixty-five cases from the 
Chancery "to the Queen’s Bench Division, which will be heard next 
sittings, along with the other non-jury causes in the Queen’s Bench list 
Apy chancery cause may now be set down for hearing in its place of 
origin at the assizes, instead of in London, if the parties, for any reason 
of expedition or expense, desire it ; and if the number of causes so set 
down is large, special sittings will be arranged to take them. A very 
considerable part of the arrangements for more expedition in the Chancery 
Division reste with the judges themselves of that division, and an im- 
portant committee is now sitting (on which the chancery judges are 
powerfully represented) from which the Lord Chancellor expects material 
assistance in dealing with the causes of delay and expense. It is im- 
possible to anticipate what their report may be; but no doubt they will 
make t recommendations with reference to the most important 
causes of delay. In answer to Mr. A. O’Connor and Mr. Tomlinson, the 
Attcrney-General added that the taxing office business and chamber 
business were under the direction of the judges themselves, and any 
questions with to them would be for the consideration of the 
committee to which he had referred 








COMPANIES. 
WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


PPER Minzs, LIMITED. — Fetion i 
mee March 19, directed to be heard before Chitty, J 
March a) Barker, Union ct, Old Broad st, soliclor f for the petitioner 
, Liuirep.—Petition for presented Feb 24, 
eh Chitty, J., on March 28. giclee, Gt Winchester 
st, solicitor for the 
Hocr’s Howzy Company, Liurrep.—By an order made by Pearson, J., dated 
March 14, it wae ordered that the the company be wound up. Harrison, Chancery 
lane, solicitor for 
; Corrzer COMPANY, L: Bacon, V.C.. 
27, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official] liquidator 
ee, 5, directed to De heasd befere Beane WC ya -— 4, 5% 
’ ‘ore J., On s 
Wild and Co, Ironmonger lane, solicitors for the . 
M. W. Ovzns axp Compaxy, yg Stee aid by an order, dated Dec 8, 


appointed Edward Price Manosh Wea: 
Sn pears er 


Mh Ouitiy, 3 dated Starch y Ea bY meer ape ap 13, it was pina yo that the 


Sencery wiping ap ot 
Ashurst and Co, Old, jou solicitors be 
rane: SrwpicaTs, Liuirep.—By an order made by 
dated March 1 “iewas ordered that the ‘ol of 
pany be continued’ Thomas, Cannon ft net 


omar Elrre et y pesanants Coury 

















‘tion InpIa nae anpd Gutta PERCHA W wan taneeinn. iin. vc. 
yw tg fixed April 2 at 12, at his dhoatitona, for the epgeniienant of an Official liqui- 


Luay ae i CoaL AND CLAY Works Company, LIMITED.—By an order made by 
ey dated March 14, it was ordered that the company be wound up. 

7 aly and Morriss, Queen Hg st, solicitors fory the petitioners 
Lowapate LEaD Mintne Comp. LIMITeD.— V.C., has, by an order 
dated March 16, appointed Thomas William Read,” Liverpool, to Tbe official 


liquidator 
Marnpy Street Works, Luatrep.—By an heed ong Chitty. J., dated March 
14, it was ordered that the company be wound u; rent, Bucklersbury 
MATACONG y rhe NorTH West AFRICAN COMPANY, itty, J., has by 
Ct r, ted March 10, appointed Henry Dever, 4, Dabur to be official 
iquidator 
NorTH-WEst TrmBER CoMPANY OF CANADA; LrourTED.—By an order made by 
Pearson, J., agg oe March 14, it was ordered that the company be wound up. 
Drake and Co, Rood lane, solicitors ine the a paptonss 
—By an order made by 


ar ee te , LIMITED. 
Chitty, J., dated M March 14, it cos ordered that the vobuatery winding up of 
the company be continued. Fiux and Leadbitter, Leadenhall st, solicitors for 


th epetitioner 
WEst ON BRICK AND TERRA CoTTa Comp. LuwTEeD.—Pearson, J., hes by 
= prden, Gates Ser March 4 appointed Ward West ‘Arliss, Westwell st, Plymouth 
to be o: 


INDERMERE sliene Sipe Hore., LimiTEp.—Creditors are required, on or before 
a 10, pee send their names and addresses, and th a partiodlees of their debts 
¢ . to George o Case, bia anny od bi FF, A) il 17, at 11.30, is appointed 

x earing and cating upon 
= [ Gazette, March 24.] 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
FREEHOLD Socrety.—Petition for winding Bp, resent2d Mar 
14, directed to be Coed ‘ore Chitty, J., on Saturday, Mar eredith and 
Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn, agents for Simpson, Shefficid, solicitor for the peti- 


tioner 
[ Gazette, March 20.) 


a Eerpen, L&YTON, AND WALTHAMSTOW TRAMWAYS Gieewane. —Bacon, V.C 
oe ngrder di —— Jan 15, appointed John Henry Tilly, Queen Victoria 
flicial dator. ‘tors are uired, on or poke April 11, to 
ey their names a addresses, and the culars of their debts or claims, to 
the above. Wednesday, April § 20 at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicat- 
ing upon the debts and claims 
[Gasette, March 24.) 


County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
In CHANCERY. 


BrieGs BROTHERS AND CoMPANY, LiwITED.—By an order made by Fox-Bristowe, 
on i Mar r 16, it ‘was pak that the jgompany be wound up. Tallent- 


licitor for the petitioners 
[Gasette, March 24.) 
she Socretres Disso.vep. 
oF Oak BENEFIT , South Wales Railway Inn, Newport, Mon- 


HEARTS 
mouth. March a 
FORD x Society, Endowed Schoolroom, Heyford, Northampton. 


March 17 
SMETHWICK BE are Socrety, Schoolroom, Independent Chapel, Smethwick, 
Stafford. March 1 
(Gazette, March 24.1 





SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
Court CHAPEL, FORESTERS’ FRIENDLY SocreTy, Pheasant Inn, Admaston, 
Wellington, , Riaon. March 18 
Court FoRESTERS’ FRIENDLY Society, Buck’s Head Inn, Long lane, 
Wonchanadine. Salop. March 18 
URT LYTHWOOD, FORESTERS’ a Society, Schoolroom, Bayston Hill, 
nr ikeowebers: March 18 
Covet SHERWOOD ForEstT, ForEsTERS’ FRIBNDLY SocieTY, Working Men’s Hall, 
Castl itehurch, Salo 8 


e hill, Whi . March} 
Court STABILITY, FoRESTERS’  arEwDLY SocrETy, Wingfield Arms Inn, Mount- 
fori Bridge, nr Shrewsbury. March 18 
Court WREKIN, Fo ’ FRIENDLY SOCIETY, Smithfield Inn, Wrekin rd, Wel- 
ae bad . oo March 18 


Good SAMARITAN hy Laoam “Philanthropic Institution, Merthyr Unity Friendly 
Society, Assembly Rooms, Hector Inn, Garnfach, Nantyglo, Monmouth. Mar 16 
ROsE OF THE VALLEY LopaE, Philan’ ic Institution, Merthyr Unity Friendly 
Society, Pear Tree Inn, Rumney, Monmouth. Mar 16 
UNITED Mernopisr FREE CHURCHES PROVIDENT Society, United 
Methodist Free Church Sunday School, Moorhouse, Milnrow, Lancaster. 


16 
VALE OF a Esk FRIENDLY Society, Shepherds’ Hall, Lealholme Bridge, York. 
' Gazette, March 20.) 











COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDIC ATURE, 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date, APPEL Coun Asrast CouRE yo, Bicou, Mr. Justice 
Mon., Mar. 30 Mr. King Mr. Merivale Mr. Pemberton M: h 
Tuesday... 31 | Merivale Ward ~ Push 
Wed., Apr. 1 Teesdale vale Pemberton Pugh 
Thursday., 2 Farrer King Ward Lavie 

Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
CuHITTY. Norra. PEARSON, 
Mr. Farrer Mr, Clowes Mr. Carrington 
Teesdale Jackson 

‘arrer Clowes Carrington 
Teesdale Koe . Jackson 





the 8rd day of April, and 
terminate on Pine ony thet nt day of ‘April, ma both days inchuntve. - 








The tenders for the 3} per Cent. Loan of the Commissioners of Sewers of 
the City of London amounted to more than the £1,000,000 required. 
Tenders at £96 will receive at the rate of about 90 per cent. of the amount 
applied for; above that price ip full. 
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CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


Kerri, HENRY Jom, Dalkeith, Ca Surrey. April14. Smith v Millman, 
Bacon, V.C. Millman, Gt James st, ford row 
MARSHFIELD, RoBERT DUGDALE, Wareham, Dorset, Solicitor. April15. Marsh- 
field v Hutchings, Bacon, V.C. Munns, Old Rate | 
RNE, JOHN STARKS. Bath, Licensed V: er. April 10. Osborne v 
Osborne, Bacon, V.C. Bartlett. Bath 
ILLIAM FREDERICK, Ware, Hertford. Pawnbroker. April 20. Eley 
v Cocks, Pearson, J. Dicker, Gutter lane, Cheapside 
RYDER, ELIZABETH, Hulme. Manchester. April 11. Grahew v Ryder, Registrar, 
Manchester. Ryiance and Son, Manchester 
{ Gasette, March 17.) 


BLizaRD, TrwoTHy, Pershore, Worcester, Gardener. March 31. Burch v 
Blizard, Bacon, V.C. Knott, Worcester 
AICUTT, HENE ao Hailey, Witney, Oxford, Farmer, April 14. Shepherd v 
Calcutt. Chitty, J. Ravenor, Witney 
Danpy, THomas, Manchester. April dl Elliott vy Dandy, Registrar, Man- 
aah Jeans and Morgan, Man 
.. THOMAS. Crosshills, York, Gent. ” april 10. Smith v Scott, Chitty, J 
SWright, Keighley 


[ Gazette, March 20.] 


BaRBER, LypIA ARUNDEL, Cobholm Island, Great Lonmanais. April 21. Burgess 
v ee Chitty, J. Ruddock, Great Yarmou 

MAS, LLEWELYN MoRGAN, Weymouth st, Portland pl. Dover st Mos Medicine. 

April 23. Lofty v Wyman, Pearson, J. Copping, ort pl. Doct ” com- 


mons 
TOMLINSON, JOHN, Manchester. April oad Sharrock v Tomlinson, Registrar, Man- 
= —— Sestgnt. Lawton, Ronsherts at 1k, 8 ‘tne & 
OMERSLEY, JOSHUA KING, at i) p . Etheridge v 
Womersley, Pearson, J. Rising, Great Yasmouth 
[ Gazette, March 24.) 








CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


ANDREWS, ALBION, Queen Camel, Somerset, Engineer. April 1. Newman and 
Co, Clement’s inn 

Banks, Mary, | fore 4. erent Co, Ormski 

BAYLEY, BICHARD, Rocgobail nr or Shot! April1. Younge and Co, Shofield 

BRAYSHAW, WILLIAM, Bradford, Gent. Aprilit. Atkinson, 

CALEY, JAMES AUGUSTUS, Flax Bowdon, Somerset, C.E., F. Gs. April 4. Perham, 


Bristol 
CARTMELL. NicHonas, Lytham, Lancaster, Farmer. Aprils. Clarke, Pres’ 
CHaMEN, HENRY WILLIAM, Blandford, Dorset, Wine Merchant. April 30. Carritt 


and Son, Rood lane 

CLAPHAM, CHARLES JAMES, Percy st, Bedford sq, Manufacturing Jeweller. May 
1. Fisher, Essex st, Strand 

CLEVERLY, ‘Henry Jous, Achmet grove, Shepherd's Bush, Gent. May 1. 
Underwood, Chancery lan 
ORR, Teetrvs J JOHN, ireringhem, Brass Founder. April13. Thorne and Co, 

olver! pton 

Dawson, JAMES, Holywell, Northumberland, Retired Shopkeeper. April 27. 
Elsdon and Dransfield, Newcastle upon Tyne 

ay ng ee GREEN, Addison rd, Kensington, Esq. May 11. Billinghurst and 

‘0, Bucklersbu 

HILxieER, Srias, West Cholderton, Wilts, Grocer. April7. Hodding, Salisbury 

HOLLAND, THOMAS, Manchester, Pipe Maker. April 14. Pidduck, Manchester 

JOWETT, JANE, Goutinpers,, Lancaster. Aprili7. Radcliffe and Smith, Liverpool 

KrMp-WELCH, MARTIN, Woodlands, Parkstone, Dorset, Esq. May 1.’ Witt and 
Kemp-W'elch, Poole 

LLEWELLYN, SyDNEY, Northumberland House, Finsbury pk, Gent. April 16. 
Ashbridge, Whitechapel rd 

Lone, CHARLES, Maryborough, Queensland. April 15. Bartlett, Arthur st West 

OLDFIELD, JOHN, Spotland, Lancaster, Woollen Weaver. April 25. Mellor, 


Rochdale 

Parry, WILLIAM, St Paul’s rd, Camden Town, Accountant. May1. Matthews, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

— Mary i Aas, Eastbourne, Sussex. May1. Underwood and Co, Holles 
8' avendish 

REVELL, GRACE, ST eighton Banks, Durham, March 30. Scott, Newcastle upon 


Tyne 
Auirn, SaraH, High st, Islington. April 20. Sawbridge and Son, Aldermanbury 
TURNER, a ton in Furness, Lancaster. June 5. Whitaker, Lancaster 


TYLOR, a Newgate st, Engineer. April t5. Morse, Lim 
Warp, GEorGE, Grosvenor villas, Brixton. April 15. Upton. oi Co, Austin 


riars 
_—— GeorGr, Star st, Edgware rd. April 18. Fox, St Mary’s sq, Pad- 
Weasae, Wr11aM, Chippenham, Wilts, Painter. April2, Keary and Stokes, 


Chippenham 
= (Gazette, March 10.) 
SEEN, CATHERINE ELLEN, Abram, nr Wigan. ‘May 1. Jeans and Co, Warring- 


Pt — CHARLES, Hertford, Corn Mercltant. Avett 2. Armstrong, ws 
ASPDEN, ESTHER, Heaton ‘Chapel, Lancaster. May 12. Ormerod and Allen, 


Manchester 
Byam, © SAMUEL, Yatton, Somerset, Gent. April 11. Woolfryes and Powell, 


BaRBER, il Salisbury, Chemist. March 25, Clementia Maria Barber 
BLADON, ELIZABETH, Liverpool. April 25. Wright - sCadavenpens 
> EumasBETH, Heigham, Norwich. April Simpson, Tombland, 


N ch 

a Spennss, Longton, Stafford, Butcher. April 11. Adderley and Mar- 

BROTHERS, CHARD, Sheldon, Warwick. April 24. Riowtthy Birmingham 

a Moa a anee, Great Dover st, Southwark, Gent, April 10, Cordwell, 
oor st 
ron, Righ t Honourable Lady Lovursa Frances, Bryanston sq. April 20. 

Co, Gray’s inn 1, 

cava GerorGz, Liverpool, Veterinary Surgeon. May 1. Whitley and Co, 
verpool 

Opars.ine , ANTHONY Fountarn, Scopwick, Lincoln. May 19. Tweed and Co, 


COLLYER, Mary Any, Nutfield, Su March 30, Queen 
COURTIER, pecme, Biss, Churchill ra, Kentish Town, 2%. eae. 








come, qe ee Gent. lossy 20. Corsellis and Mossop, Quality ct’ 


DOwnNEs, April 7. a yg ae 
Eaves, ROBERT, nat. Nottingham, Grocer. April 30. Speed, 
Epwanves, Ts spree Be pak a koaatea ee 10. Watson, 


ELsTon, JOHN, Sn Siton, Devon, Boot Manufacturer. April 11. Sparkes and 
ney HEwry, Liverpost, Builders’ Merchant. April 25. Norman, 
Kixc, Wrt11aM, Hatfield Broad Oak, Essex, Farmer. May 1. Baker and 


Th croft, 
Liytneton, ELLEN Murray, Southsea, Hants. April18. Marvin, Southsea 
May 13. Pratt and Hodgkinsons, 


Newark upon t 
MoULt, JAMns Henry, Manchester, Cloth Stretcher. April 9. Taylor and 


Sons, 
Muwpay, ALIce, Manchester. 5 Sutton and Manchester 
PAGE, MARY ANN, Lansdowne crescen’ pd Notting hill. ito White, Epsom 
Pyne, Gzrorae, Tipton, Stafford, meee 4 May 31. Sanders and Co, 
REYNO: CHARLES WILLIAM, Ramslade, Bracknell, Herts. May 1. Williams 


and Co, in’s inn fields 
Rowe. Epwtx, Reedham, Norfolk, Gent. April 18. Young and Co, St 


Sugstoxs, Cuinins, Cheltenham, Lodging house Keeper. March 25. Billings, 


Sole, Sov Seas Joun CarTER, Belmont, Hastings, Clerk. April 2t. Wick- 
ings and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

SPENCE, CHARLES, Colewan at, Gent, April1i. Bannister, Basinghall st 

THORNHILL, CHARLES, Doncaster, Gent. May 9. Rodgers and Co, Sheffield 

by ~~ “eee Great Witchingham, Norfolk. March 25. Collyer, Reepham, 
orto. 

“Dudley” wr Sparkhill, nr Birmingham. April 30. Bourne and Son, 


HITEHEAD, Salford, Lancaster, Commercial Traveller. April 18. 

Sutton and enter Se chester 
— eee: May 31. Sanders 
[ Gazette, March 13.) 


a Sueuan, Spofforth, nr Wetherby, York, Gent. May 10. Sutcliffe, Heb- 
ze 

TKINS, WILLIAM, Norbiton Common, Surrey, . April 22. Walter and 

Re hy 4 anittinieen 

ARY, ’ : 

py nw og Et May 1. Dawson and Chapman, Leeds 

BuRNETT?, Joun, Bristol,Gent. April 30. Beckingham and Barry, Bristol 

CAMPBELL, ARCHIBALD ALEXANDER, Leadenhall st. April 25. Eldred and Big- 
nold, Queen Victoria st 

CLouGH, GEORGE, Bury, Lancaster, Woollen Manufacturer. Apmlis8. Butcher, 


Bury 
Conpicorr, Wtu1aM, Bishops Cleeve, Gloucester, Gent. April 22. Smith, Chel- 


Cooke. NaTHAN, Lower B hton, Salford, Lancaster,Gent. May 11. Sbum 
and Co, Theobald’s rd, G Gray's inn 
—. WILLIAM, Geilo dina; taotoeh. May 1. White, Southampton 
Cartns, West Earl, Rt Hon Hewny Cxances, K.G. April 30. Ellis and Ellis, Spring 
tminster 
DIXON, ALFRED, Bristol, Wholesale Clothier. April 30. Beckingham and Barry 


Dove.as, Joun, West Derby, Lancaster. April 15. Hill and Co, Liverpool 

Friccens, James, Churchtown, Cornwall, Gent. April 11. Hodge and Co, Truro 

Gyan. Hanseae, Gainsborough, Lincoln. April 14. Collyer-Bristow and Co, 
row 

us, eas James, Fallowfield, nr Manchester, Merchant. May 138. Wood 


, Manchester 
STEPHEN, Wolverhampton, Gent. March 25. Underhill and Lawrence, 


Haicu, ANNE DARNELL, New Broad st, Cigar Dealer. May 1. Venn and Wood- 
Hine, Jouk, Burslem, Stafford, Colliery Proprietor. April 21. Clarke and 


, 


Jackson, SARAH, Rugeley, Staffordshire. 
JENNINGS, JOHN, Old Kent rd, Gent. April 3. Eyre and Co, John st, Bedford row 
Kuepes, Paqgusen, Gees, . Buckingham, Linendraper. April 3). Barrett and 
and Dean, 
7 bigamy Notts, Gent. May1. Mee and Co, East 
MacAuuirre, Rev THomas, Felton, Northumberland. April %. Eldred and 
old, Giigen Victoria st” 
Lady Letrr1a Louisa, gen April 25. Bloxams and Ellison, 


Moxon, mgpesnen, Pontefract, York. M Arundel and Son. Pontefract 
Newton, WriL1AM MEars, Hanover sq, . Aprili7. Richards, Warwick 


it st 
Peney, Buinanern, Shipley, Bradford, York. May1. Gardiner and Jeffery, 
Price, Mary, Wedne- field, Stafford. May 1. Andrews, Essex st, Strand 
yoann om omas Foster, Leeds, Surgeon. May 13. Bowling and Leeds 
m4 ILLIAM & ess! Hervey, Fingest, Bucks, 
STONE, ARTHUR Here, W Append, Kant, Linetananh io Dayal Mary. April 
18. Deverell LD al Mab pal 7 oot s inn 
Syperereep, Ansanw devine capa Miscou anes, Sent: May 8. Gidley and Son, 
Summers, JouN, Clifton, Bristol, Soda Water Manufactu er. April 30. Bowles, 


THORNTON, SaMUEL, Huddersfield, Hot-water Engineer. April. Johnson and 
Booth, Huddersfield way 


uw 

TONKI , ARRIET, Selby, York. 30. Weddall and Selby 

S|. Isle of Wight Retived Builder. hat Buckell, New- 

Warrrretn, Sorpn1a, Darlington, Durham, Matron. April 10. Hugh and Co, 
{ Gazette, March 17.) 











SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Megeh %-—Mesme, Fanqeneea, B Cuiark, & Co., at the Mart, Leasehold 
Chambers (see advertisement, page 4). 
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1ONDON GAZETTES. 


qj der the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
nder ¥ 
Pe, March 24, ow’ 
Angus, Ann, Sunderland, Dealer in China. 
hichardson, William, Great Marylebone st, Co ae Keeper. March 13 


THE BANKRUPTCY eee 1888, 
Frimay, A ny, ng 1885, 


RECEIVING O 
Allan, Charles, Highbury quadrant, Gent. High Court. Pet Jan 12. Ord Mar 
17. Exam Soe of 1 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fi 
— Thomas, North Thoreshy, rye e inn Bel Weiaier: Gt Grimsby. Pet Mar 
Ord Mar 16. Exam Apr i at 11.30 at Townhall, Gt Grimsby 
Burrough, Fovant, Wiltshire, Shoemaker. Salisbury. Pet Mar 16. 
Ord 16. Exam arn 10 at 2 
Innkeeper. Gt Grimsby. Pet Mar 16. Ord 


» Levi, jun, ee 

16." Bain Api at Y 12 y E ubatewe a . Setnatr 

Crockett, H. otton Dealer. Liverpool. Pet Feb 
=f "4 Mars 18. ‘Exam i Mee. ‘0 at at 12 12 at ab Gonct house, Government bldgs, Vic- 

wson, Charles Jo John, and Thomas Nunneley, Leeds, Engineers. Leeds. Pet 
Mar 16. Ord Mar 16. Exam Mar 31 at 11 

Derham, Thomas Shann, Leeds, Engineer. Leeds. Pet Mar 17. Ord Mar 17. 
ele tietlare. 

Fosuman, Bacon, and 


Harry Ejigar Trotman. Shoreditch, Plate Glass 
High Court. per Mar 17. Ord Mar 18. Exam Apr 24 at 11 at 34, 


ees Jame, Boot Dealer. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Mari17. Ord 
Mar 17. — Mar 
Nottingham, Corn Factor. Nottingham. Pet Maris Ord Mar 


Green, Henry, 
18. Exam Apr 21 
Oxfordshire, Hay Dealer. Oxford. Pet Mari7. Ord 


Mar 17. Exam Apr 2 at 12 
Marian Bishopwearmouth, Durham, Widow. Sunderland. 
Hil Peer i oo Ne humbe jand G N it T. P 
orthumber'! , Grocer. Newcastle o: e. t 
Mar 17. Ord i. Hixam Mar 31 : sais 4 
J Ton lamorganshire, Tailor. Pontypridd. Pet Mar 
Jo Samuel, Blaina, M mam Apr iat? Trede Pet Mar 
ones, onmouths no occupation. . et 16. 
Ord Mar 16. Exam Apr 9 at 10.30 - wil 
Lane, Henry, t, Builder. Greenwich. Pet Mar17. Ord Mar 17. 


Exam Apr 14 ati 
Last. Benjamin, ae, Suffolk, Coachbuilder. Ipswich. Pet Mar 16. Ord 


William, Lt ire, Horse Deal Banbury. Pet 
or oe a ae 

Lancashire, Tar Distiller. Liverpool. Pet 
Mar 18. ‘Ord Mar - et Mar 30 at 12 at Court house, Government bldgs, 


——. George, Bristol, Bootmaker. Bristol. Pet Mar 16. Ord March 17. 
Exam April 17 at 12 at Guildhall, 
Pet Ma John, Bromyard, Herefordshire, Boot Manufacturer. Worcester. 


< 


ames, and Arti Willig Mar 31 st *Great Yarmouth. Boot Makers. 
Moe 16. Ord Mar 16. SE ae Rat 2. ob Dotabed, Grent Yarmouth 
| ,Birminzham. Clerk. Birmingham. Pet Mar 18. Ord Mar 18. 
a Apel park rd, Builder. Wandsworth. Pet Feb 26. Ord Mar 
Priest, Robert Alfred, Manchester, Ironmonger. Manchester. Pet Mar 13. Ord 


Mar 17. ay pyr 


Horace, Beaconsfield, Bucki Carrier. Aylesbury. Pet Mar 


nghamshire, 
146. Ord Mar 16. rec ADT S a 11.30 at by fo puiegbary . Ord Mar 
_ Samnes Nicholl, or Oil Salesman. Newport, Mon. Pet Mar 19. 
Ord Exam Mar 3 
Mar i7. Ord me m upon Fall beg me — use, Fowahall H Fut = 


snior, Willian ward, Leeds, Cotton Waste Dealer ie te 


hir e, Boo Dealer. Oldbur y. Pet 
Westbromi Staffords! t 
ery, Sutton Valence, Kent, Farmer. Maidstone. Pet Mar 14. 


Ord Mar 16. 
Stansted Sohn, ca et ——— » Woollen Mannfacturer. Halifax. 
John, ste —< ty park, Surrey, Organist. High 

Fr a Pet Mar 16. Ord Mar 1 Bee ed 21 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s = 


Taunton, William, Wivelsfield, nr Hayward’s heath, Artist. ¥ Mar 
14. Ord Mar 14. Exam April 9 at 12 “ eee: 
Wallis, . Merchant. Cambridge. Pet Mar%. Ord Mar 17. 


WihngneHaticnien, J Ale ira rd, 
AN Gipsy hill, Norwood, Clerk in Hol 
Orders. High sCort. "Pot ar 18." OF Ord Maris, Exam April 2% at 11 at 34 


W. orthumberiand, 
cod Bawa, Te ny Grocer. Newcastle on Tyne. 


ner MErrin 
Ades, Beened Chatics, Vigo a y rey Gabitenen. Mar % at 12. 33, Carey 


inn 
vil oae Waiem, Luton, Bedtordshire, Builder. Mar ®%atii. George 
Bond, North Thoresby, Lincoinshire, Farmer. Mar ® at 3, King’s Head 


sanlten, de theney, Havant, fre, Retired Assistant eA 
Navy. Mar ® wt 19.9. tial Hovetver Botige rye ant Pay LM. 
11.5. W.B. Boliektor, Sy 9 Pol tieal Agent. Mar 2% at 


peows, Feige, Pin Clerk, Mar Zi at 4, Official Receiver, Birmingham 
Korrough, Fovant, Wiltshire, Shoemaker. Mar ® at 3, ( Ofticial Recliver, 
ollges Fae fun. 7 Grimsby, Innkeeper. Apriati. Official Receiver, 3, 
, Arthur, Colwill ag yn Whitfield st, Tottenham Court rd, Blackemith. Mar 
Zwei. Anco 6 ton 
Crabhe ‘gaan weesbdemme Crabbe, and Alexander Crabbe, Leadenhall st, 
at 11, Bankru Jeab, ry orem ai at, LAncoln’s inn fields 


Crabbe, George, Herbert George ve Crabbe entaten), 
Leadenhall st, Merchants. Apr 14 wt 11-5), Bankruptoy vines, Porteral ek, 


Vow, bara, Lows, Kent, Grocer Mar i at 10.0. 0, &% George's nt, Canter- 





Gee. Ww. M., York st, St James’ sq, Wine Merchant. Apr 13 at 2. Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Portugal si t, Lincoln’s inn fields 
ifford, Rowland, onens , Tower Hill, Trawl Manufacturer. Mar 30 at 
11. 88, i ~~ A st, Lincoln's inn 

Gooding, Jam: icholas, Landport, Hampshire, Bootmaker. Mar 30 at iI, 
Official Receiver, 1 166, Green st, ortsea 

Goodman, Frederick c George, Rochford, Essex, Saddler. Mar 28 at 11. Public 
Hall Southend on Sea 

Goodman, James, Jarrow, Durham, Boot Dealer. — 30 at 12.30. Official Re- 
ceiver, County chbrs, West; a Newcastle on 

Graham, John, Carlisle, Pum Mar 90 at 2.90. Official Receiver, 34, Fisher st, 


lisle 
Hammond, Thomas, Gosport, Hampshire, Clothier. Mar 30 at 11.30. Official Re- 


r, rge, , Oxfordshire, Hay Dealer. Apr 1 at 12. Official Re- 
ooever, | 1, Saint Aldate st, Oxford 
. Thomas, Bournemouth, Saddler. Mar 28 at 1.15. Official Receiver, 


ak Oe 

Bill, Peter, Long Benton, Northumberland, Grocer. aoe 80 at 12. Official Re- 
wae: Gounty, chbrs, pees , Newcastle-on 
Hudson, John, Leeds, Paper Hanging Manufacturer. = 80 at 11. Official 
Receiver, Lint row. 

Huxley, Rig yarn ay k William, Mare st, Hackney, Cheesemonger. Mar27at11. 33, 

co) 

Jenkins, Thomes, Ystrad ‘odwg, Glamorganshire, Tailor. Mar 20at3. Official 
Receiver, Merthyr 

Jones, — Basing st, out of business. Mar 30 at 11. Bankruptcy bdgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Jones, uel, bey me Monmouthshire, no éccupation. Mar 30 at 12. Official Re- 


cave, Merthyr f an 
conic Pushinghenchive, Horse Dealer. Apr 15 at 11.30. 
ant Court Lee Otlien High st, t, Banbury 

Middleton, Robert t einecps 1, Cabinet Maker. Mar 31 at 2. Official 
Receiver, 35, Victoria st, 

Millechap. J ohn, Bromyard, Herefordshire, Boot Manufacturer. Mar 30 at 11.30. 
Offi iver, Worcester 

Owen, Benjamin. Liandudno, Gornaryonshinn, Hotel Keeper. Mar27ati2. Offi- 





EP 





Ah a chbrs, *Cheste 
Peno snoy, FJ. Willams rd, Ealing Dean, Builder. Mar 27 at 11.30. 28 and 29, St. 
Pitchers, Tho: Brampton, Cumberland, Boot Maker. Mar 30 at2. Official 


Receiver, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 
Priest, Robert Alfred, Manchester, Ironmonger. Mar 30 at 3. Official Receiver, 
Ogden’ s chbrs, Bridge st. Manchester 
—_ Sa Croydon, Boot Maker. Mar 30 at3. Official Receiver, 109, Vic- 
_ st. es 
bson, Thomas, West Bromwich, Engineer. Mar 30 at 10.30. The Court house, 


Sanders, James Bigholis, emport, Oil Salesmen, Mar 31 at 12. Official Receiver, 
seokeane 


12, 
Sanderson alien aon ngston on Hull, Builder. Mar 31 at 2.30 Incorporated 
Law Bonlety'e “i Lincoln’s inn bldgs, Bowlalley Jane, Hull 
Signate, Geoffe: jutton Valence, Kent, Farmer. Mar 30 at 3. Official Receiver, 
eek st, 
ne, Chneles. Winchester, Confectioner. Mar 28 at 12. Official Receiver, 11, 


sitow Ella, Wis Winchester, Confectioner. Mar 28 at 2. Official Receiver, 11, Jewry 
8 nches' 
Stewart, Soho E ‘Barr, oe eng mame = perm ag Boilermaker. Mar 31 at 12. 
cial iver, 35, Victoria st, Liverpoo! 
Stumbles, Richard Mole Crocker, iacervont Shipbroker. Mar 31 at 2.30. Official 
ver, 35. Victoria st, Liverpool 
Taunton, William, Wivelsfield, nr a ay weeds Heath, Artist. Mar 28 at 12. Bank- 


bldgs, , Portu 8 coln’s inn 
The te % le, Durham, Grocer. Mar 27 at 11. 


ae Thomas, Bridgegate, B 
fficial Receiver, 8, Albert rd, Middlesboroug 

Terry, Arthur, Nottingham, Printer. Mar 27 at 12. Official Receiver, Exchange 

walk, Nottingham 

Thomas, Hens, Fiulmouth, Cornwall, Coal Merchant.' Mar 28 at 12. Official 

Receiver Soscassen st, Truro 

Tummon, Joseph Morecombe, East Rrent, Somersetshire, Draper. Mar 27 at 12.15. 
George and way Hotel, Victoria st, Bristol 

We  Fereaey fant. C Cambridge, Merchant. Mar 30at12. Official Receiver, 5, Petty 
Jury, Cam 

Walmsiey, Edward, Gompten st, y Nemfagion butts, Hat Manufacturer. Mar 30 

at 2. 33, Lincoln’ 

Wood, Edward, orth Shields, Northumberlen Grocer. Apriliatii. Official 

Receiver, County chbrs, Westgate rd, Newcastle on Tyne 


The following amended notice is gubstigute’, for that published in the 
ondon Gazette of Fe ’ 
Hastie, Thomas, Swansea, Glamorganshire, Surveyor. “Mar 30 at 11. Tow: thall, 
wansea 


The following amended notice is substituted 3 het published in the 
London Gazette of March 
Ohren, George Albert, Birmingham, Clothier. Mar 1. at 11. Official ‘Receiver, 
Birmingham 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
wn, Henry Edward, St James grove, Battersea, Licensed Victualler. High 


Bro 
Court. Pet Feb 17. Ord ete rd, Newi Seite. Dulders ‘lish 

Cooper, and Barrow ewington Bu ers g 
Court, Pet Jan 9. Ord March 16 , 

© ton, Andrew, Salford, Lancashire, Boot Manufacturer. Salford. Pet Feb 
3, Ora’ March 18 


ibson, Richard ae, Durham, Grocer. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
me i rd March 10 onto t, H rket, Doctor of Medicin High 

y yma . r 0 edicine. n 
‘ourt. Pet Dec 23. “i 6 . 7 


© 
Flint, John, i, Kent, Builder. Greenwich. Pet Dec 39. Ord March 17 
Fowler, Sarah, Kent, Grocer. Canter’ . Pet March 13. Ord March 16 
Greaves, Thomas ite, Gonalston, Nottinghamshire, Farmer. Nottingham. 
Pet March 2. Ord March 1 18 
Hutchinson, Ann, Leeds, Tripe Dealer. Leeds. Pet Pa 26, Ord March 17 
Imray, William, Cammon veller to Stationers. High Court. Ord March 16 
Jones, “ne Blaina, 2 onmouthshire, of no occupation. Tredegar. Pet 


Laidlaw y William, Bromley, Agricultural Implement Dealer. Croydon, 
Pet Feb 18, Ord March 14 
7 ~ +> joes Hadleigh, Suffolk, Coachbuilder. Ipswich. Pet March ié, Ord 
are 


Lighttoot, Thomas, Chester, Baker. Chester. Pet March 8, Ord March 17 
Long, Pe {Wattord, Hertfordshire, Contractor. St Albans, Pet Feb 12. 


ar 
| Lack. Alexander Batturs, Lewisham, Kent, Ironmonger. Greenwich. Pet Dec 


9. Ord March 17 
Macamat John Blinkbonny, Walton on Thames, Physician, Kingston, Surrey. 
4, Ord March 17 


Pet Mar 
lerick, Tice, Worcester, Grocer. Worcester. Pot March 2. 





eutionen, Vre 
Ord March 18 
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serehons Wists, etetal, Boot Maker. Bristol. Pet Mar16. Ord Mar 17 

No Lge 5 eaten a Huddersfield, Commission Weaver, Hudders- 
Perraton, gg er Peat Kirby st, Hatton Garden, Bookbinder. High Court. 
Pitchers, Thomas, Brampton, Cumberland, Bootmaker. Carlisle. Pet Mar 14. 
a a cour Gacticey, Sutton Valence, Kent, Farmer. Maidstone. Pet Mar 14. 
Ord Mae 16 Narberth, Pembroke, Chemist. Pembroke Dock. Pet Feb 21. 
Stephenson, Clement, Birtley, Biacksmith. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Mar 12. Ord 


Stott, sores." ‘Westhoughton, Lancashire, Mining Engineer. Bolton. Pet Feb 

Thomas, Henry, Falmouth, Cornwall, Coal Merchant. Truro. Pet Mar 9. Ord 

Thompson, David, Holloway rd, Bootmaker. High Court. Pet Jan 26. Ord 

Townsend, Theodore Elliott, Brighton, out of business. Brighton. Pet Dec 8. 
Ord Mar 12 


Terepeeey, William Henry, Hackney rd, Upholsterer. High Court. Pet Feb 


TUESDAY, March 24, 1885. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Bedeos®, John Elliott, Newton Abbot, Devonshire, Provision Dealer. Exeter. 
et Mar 20. Ord Mar 


20. Exam Apr 16 at 11 
Fruiterer. Sheffield. Pet Mar 


Bactall Thomas Albert, Rotherham, Yorkshire, 
ne Or Mere 2 1 Wiour Dealer Liverpool, Pet Mar9, Ord Mar 20. 
es, iverpoo our er, vi e . 
Beale, William, "~ by $f Const house, sient aaa ihe Bournemouth, © ~ rs hae 
an ng. i) 
Poole. Pet Mave. Ord Mar Exam A; r 22 at 8 at To 
Boulton, William head, ye ay orkshire, Surgeo: — upon 
Hull. Pet Mar 20. Mar 20. Exam Apr 20 at Q'at Court Elouse, ‘ownhall, 


Hull 

Burnitt, William Jackson, Beste, Potato Merchant. Boston. Pet Mar 18. Ord 
Mar 19. Exam Apr 2 at 

Cameron, John, Stock ya 15 5 ney Seer. Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough. 


Carlton, Watson Carlton, Ghalfont St Peters, Bucks, Gent. Windsor. Pet Feb 


Coo} John Whittington, Wandsworth rd, Grocer’s Assistant. xt . 
Pet Mar 10. 19. ‘,- Mar 19. Exam Apr 22 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 

Copping. Apperley Bridge, nr Leeds, Grocer. Bradford. Pet Mar 20. 
Ord ao b Aooee r 10 at 12 

Day, James, Andover, Hants, Timber Merchant. Salisbury. Pet Mar 20. Ord 

ar20. Exam Apr 10 at 12 

Drummond, John, South Shields, no occupation. Newcast'eon Tyne. Pet Mar 
21. Ord Mar21. Exam Apr 2 

Enoch, William, Staunton, Gloucestershire, no occupation. Newport, Mon. Pet 
Mar 20. Ord Mar 21. Exam ARE 10at 2 

Frogley, Frederick Walter, and William Holmes Frogley, Beckton rd, Canning 
towee pe ay rs. pie h Court. Pet Mar2i. Ord Mar2i. Exam May latil at 

ncoln’s inn 

cibb, b fag = My 7 erenenaptan, Draper. Wolverhampton. Pet Mar 19. Ord 

ar xam A) 

Glover, Edmund, ar y, Printer. Coventry. Pet Mar 19. Ord Mar 19. Exam 
Apr 18 at 3 at County h * Coven’ 

Green, Francis Joseph, and ’ Arthur James Green, empert, I Isle of ot Wish, Wine 
Me . omrere and Ryde. Pet Mar19. Ord Exam Apr 8 at 10 
at Townhall, Newpo’ 

Heap, J ~*~ Williams 3 Huddersfcl Moston Merchant. Huddersfield. Pet Mar 

Ord Mar 21. Exam April 20 at 10. 

Hirst, Charles, Arley , near Leeds, Cloth Finisher. Leeds, Pet Mar 21. Ord 
Mar 21. Exam A 14 at 11 

Hodgkinson, Edmund, Tipton, Staffordshire, out of business. Dudley. Pet Mar 

19. Ord Mar 19. Exam April 14 at 11.30 

Holgate, Benjamin, Denbigh, Bootmaker. Bangor. Pet Mar 19. Ord Mar 20. 
Exam April 13 at 12.30 

i hy James, Rainhill, Lancashire, Innkeeper. Liverpool. Pet Mar 20 

Ord Mar 20. . Exam Mar 20 at 12 at Court House, Government bags. Victoria 


st, Liverpoo 

Hunt, siewace Edwin, Burton upon Trent, Innkeeper. Burton on Trent. Pet 
Mar5 Ord Marw. Exam April 22 at 1.30 

Phe aly Robert, Burnley, Lancashire, Grocer. Burnley. Pet Mari9. Ord Mar 
19, Lxam April 9 

Jaume. John Richard, Leicester, Oatmeal Importer. Leicester. Pet Mar 19. 

Mar 19. Exam April 15 at 10 

Lavers, William pemey, King William st, Timber Merchant. High Court. Pet 
Mar 20. Ord Exam April 23 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Lqaneré, Ramnel Daniel, Ip tpavien, no occupation, ‘Ipswich. Pet Mar 18. Ord 

ar 1 xam Apri 
Masters, Samuel, Soudwich, Shipwright. Canterbury. Pet Mar7. Ord Mar 20. 


Exam April 10 
MeDowall, John, jun, Rotherhithe, Surrey, —- +e p Geass. Pet Mar 
Ord'’Mar 20: Exam April 30 at 11 at 34 MWe 
Monette John Silas, and William Henry Merritt, Hauliers. Bristol. 
Pet Mar 20, Ord Mar 90, Exam A: ri 17 at 12 at i, Brit, : 

Nichow, Thi - Mere Norfolk, Plumber. Norwich, Pet Mar2i. Ord Mar 

15 S03 12 re ‘Shireball, Ni Norwich Castle 
aewicnenize, Schoolmaster. 





Petiey, Samu 
% Bad Bole ay Birmingham. Pet Mar 


ae cae Rainow, near "Hacclesiela, Bleacher. Manchester. Pet Mar 19. 
. ar19. Exam April 13 at 12.30 

orter, William Samuel, Great Grimsby, Lincolnshire, Fishing Vessel Owner. 
Great Grimsby. Pet Mar 19, Ord Mar 19. Exam April § at 11 at Townhall, 


Great Grimsby 
Prince, Geo: Conee, Shorten, Boot Maker. Portsmouth. Pet Mar 18. Ord Mar 19. 
eye al RR Chariton, Kent, Builders. Green 
>ym, » an ew , . 
ar 4. Ord Mar 20, .. April 14 a 2 x vw oe 
Sampson, William, Walthamstow, | ay Builder, High Court. Pet Mar 21. 
Ord Mar 21, —— Ane 28 at 11.30 at 3%, Lincoln's = fields 
Beatord »Gecrge Bana ye & in Exeter, Builder, Exeter. Pet Mar 10. Ord Mar 21. 
am Ap: a 
Renadees, inster, Somersetshire, ter. Tau ton. t Mar 
gam April dat 10 at the Gull P Teanton = 2 > 
Teste, Willian Wellington st, Stran Court. Pet Mar 19. 
Wakeham, Nich cholas, Plymouth, ouse, Pet Mar 17, Ord 
Mar 21, 
Ord Mar xam Apr Linooln 
Ward, John Shefii ~ fold. Pet 


Architect. 
Ord Mar xam A ron, See, arcs igs 
Tailor. East Stoneh 
W pikes, © Med ae J ion, Wells terr, Finsbury & [gundrympn. Pt Court. 
Apr'16 at 11,80 


ld, Publican. Sheield. Pot Mar 21, Ord Mar ai, Exam 


Whewell, Witten, Ove sere Cametirs One, Blackburn. Pet Mar 21. 
fates and Crewe. Pet 
eee Set en 


Ord Mar 21 
Vieeeaer, James, = 
: Grocer. Liverpool. Pet Mar 
Mar 21. Exam Apr 9 at 11 at Court Government bldgs, Vic- 


Wa Peete 
toria verpool 
W. i 1, Flintshire, Butcher. Bangor. Pet Mar19. Ord Mar 
19. Exam Apr 13 at 12.30 
ilson, . rough, Coachbuilder. Scarborough. Pet Mar 21. Ord 
Mar 21. Exam Apr 29at 2 

James, Huddersfield, Greengrocer. Huddersfield Pet Mar19. Ord 
Mar 19. Exam Apr 20 at 10.90 
Wren, Edmund, Ceci, Hartlepool, Miller. Sunderland. Pet Mari3. Ord Mar 
Alias, Charl ar Hy Apr18 at 3at Bankruptcy 

’s 
ic 

inn fields 
Taga se, Limoota - ee 
orp bidgs, Porsugel ut, Tancsle’ 


A F and Co, Eari’s ct, 
illiam, and Alfred King, Holdenhurst, nr Bournemouth, Bricklayers. 
popes a at 12.16 at London Hi 


illiam -y -- & Yorkshire, Surgeon. Mar 31 at 11 at 
ee eT tan Hell estes ‘Society, Lincoln's inn bidgs, Bowlalley 


Burl Samuel Charles, and Charles J Chickeley Blake Plowden, Suffolk 
i \ pr me me ty Bh ety 
Lincoln's tan Seige 


Burnitt, Jackson, Boston, +. wa Potato Merchant. Apr 2 at 
12.45. Official Receiver, 48, High 
B Laurence Stevens, Chansery, Yano, Es 


jurt, Estate Agent. Mar 31 at 3. Bank- 
capsey. “Alfred, a od Poore Bverett, ‘Tufoell park, Holloway, Builders. 
ari at 12 Segirwetey, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inu fields 
Bankruptcy I oh Po 


rd, , Baker. Mar 31 at 11. 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields April 9 ot 
nr Grocer. Bradford. e 
Coppin, Rect? Deceiver vegate chm Bradf 
Crabb, Charles, the younger, 


Bodmin, Cornwall, Coach Builder. Mar 31 at 12. 
Official Receiver, 


wson, Onaries John (ser Collingham, Yorkshire, Engineer. April 10 
= 12, Official Receiv : x Sf Androw-s chinbre 2 Park fow, Leeds 
Dawson, Charles J Ni sedis, Bhehaners. April 10 at 11- 
Official Receiver, St ae Capes, row, Leeds 
Deyvepaets Andoveh, Semgeleen Sas m 33, Fark row April 2 at 1.30. The Star 
otel, Andover 


- Snpeane haan, Lacie, Maginess. April 8 at 3. Official Receiver, 22, 


tchamn, William Vooght, Montpelier row, Blackheath, Dental Surgeon. April 
5 at 3. Official Receiver 100. V hig OY ‘st, Westminster 
Drammond, J South Shields. Durham, eee tian April 4 at 11. Official 
Recei ‘ounty chmbrs, Westgate 
Fowle, ‘William, “Andover Ham = Brick Ma tee. Mar 31 at 1.30. 
Bankruptcy 
TS ee Cn N Plumber. 2 at 12. 
Oar Asoutve ee, Viera, Weems ae 
cibb, Wiliam, Wot nDraper. April 2 at 4 Official Receiver, St 


Glover, 7 Coventry, Warwickshire, Printer. Apri] 2 at 11, Official 
ris; Wiliam Joouph, Wha 


ae Cay ee Holy Orders. = 
Mg F. Joseph, 1 Nenrport Tele, of t, Wine 
Merchants. of Commnenes, 
tings, Marian’ Cassell nee wearmouth, Durham, Widow. 1 at 12. 
none a rhe Ganeat RSTO oe Maree ‘pase 
on, ose} "s 
Bankruptcy bidgs, 


pis Cyure of Fustion ce, Poreugal se Lincoits s inn Bebds 
Holgate, Benj Apr2ati2. Official Receiver, Crypt 
Hunt, Horace Edwin, qReten agen Seam, Sectnegee. Apriat 2. White Hart 
aos Burton a 

‘nn, Leeds, Tipe Dealer. Mar 31 at 3. Official Receiver, St Andrew's 


—. 22, row, Leeds 
Ilingworth, W! Henry estate), Guiseley, Yorkshire, Woollen Manu- 
facturer. Apr 9 at 12.30. (inal Recelges Be Aaron's chbrs, 22, Park row, 


Leeds 
Sys, San, Seeey, Leni, Grocer. Apr 1 at 3. Exchange Hotel, 
Johnson, Jahia Hichatd, Leicester, Oatmeal Importer. Apr 2? at 12. 28, Friar lane, 


Lane Stl Plumstead, Builder. Mar Si at 11. Official Receiver, 109, Victoria 
ut, Westminster 





16 at 11. 


no oceupation. Mar 31 at 12. Official Receiver, 

Miwich, Shipwright. Apr@atsS. 32, St George's st, Uanter- 

, John, sesninn, tibetan: tac. Apr 2 at 12. Official Receiver, 
st, Boston 

Bristol, Bootmaker. Mar 81 at 12.30. Official Receiver, Bank 


Clerk. S8at3. Official Receiver, Birmingham 
- Merchants. Aprivat ul. Bank- 








. daiak biela 
. Lines Fishing Vessel Owner. 
Carrier. Apr $ at 11.15. County 
Henry, Liminster, Somersetshire, Painter, Apr 1 at 12.9. George 
estate), Otley, Yorkshire, Woollen Manutsctarer, 





Apr 9 at 12, ver, riley Mince Oe 
sek ion Wi ay eee oes ge 
Senior, Leeda, Cotton Weste Dealer, Mar Siat4. Official Re 





si Fang West Bromwich, Staffordshire, Boot Dealer, Apr 1 at 10.2 
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Silva, John, ay pusteste Silva, Cruchedfriars, Merchants. Apr 23 at 12. Bank 
eee bat st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
ie ayland-avenue, Dalston, Grocer. Mar 31 at 10.80. Official 
Tn 


ip, Seward Bridge, Yorkshire, Woolies Manufacturer. April 1 at 
Stark. He cial Réces Eas a f.-%, Roupell Park, Organist. Mar 31 at 1. 
33. Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


VHote, Rhyl Rhyl, Flintshire, Butcher. April 1 at 1.30, Mostyn Arms 
oO yl 
Womeraley, James, Huddersfield, Greengrocer. Apriliat3. Official Receiver, 
uddersfield 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apseom, Gecepe, i Melcombe Regis, Dorsetshire, Butcher. Dorchester. Pet | 
ar Ord 
Antoine mR and Goerge Badart, Rotherhithe st, Seed Crushers. 
High Court. Pet Jan7. Ord M: 
Badcock, John Eliott, on ‘Abbott, Devonshire, Provision Dealer. Exeter. | 
Pet Mar 20. Ord Mar 
Edward Jake, Great St Helen’s, Merchant. High Court. Pet Aug 8. 


Ord Mar 20 
Baiemy. Andrew, Sheffield, Insurance Agent. Sheffield. Pet Jan 21. 
Broad, G - Vee Henry, Rye lane, Peckham, Baker. High Court. Pet Feb6. Ord 


Ban ates Cray, | Liverpool, Engineer. Liverpool. Pet Feb 24. Ord Mar 21 
Ng Je a Boston, Lincolnshire, Potato Merchant. Boston. Pet 
John. Stockton on Tees, Stockton on Tees and Middlesbo: h. | 
ane - > age Draper. m idd roug) 
Levi, jun, Great Grimsby, Lincolnshire, Innkeeper. Great Grimsby. | 
Pet Mar 16 Ord Mar 
Coghe, 3 Henry aves, Whiston, nr Rotherham, Confectioner. Sheffield. Pet | 
Coombe, aed 7 i Newton Abbot, Devon, Watchmaker. Exeter. Pet Mar 
ag. & Samak, Syperiog Bridge, nr Leeds, Grocer. Bradford. Pet Mar 20. 


Curtois, Frederick, Brothertoft, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Boston. Pet Feb 21. Ord 


Mar 20 

Dawson, Charles John, and Thomas Nunneley, Leeds, Engineers. Leeds. Pet | 
‘Mar 16. Ord Mar 19 

Desante, Geerge William, Brockley, Kent, Plumber. Greenwich. Pet Dec 19. 

Durden, Robert James, Evershot, Dorset, Innkeeper. Dorchester. Pet Feb 21. 


Revers. Wien, Rhyl, Flintshire, Grocer’s Manager. Bangor Pet Mar 5. 
Fee. Samuel Frederick, Bradford, Silk Merchant. Bradford. Pet Mar 3. Ord 


et, Herbert, Brighton, Gent. High Court. Pet +20. Ord Mar 21 

Gifford, Rowland. Savage gardens, Tower hill, ‘Tine Menuiacower, High Court. 
Pet Jan 27. Ord Mar 19 

Griffiths, Harford Harvey, Charterhouse bldgs, Merchant. High Court. Pet 


Feb 2. Ord Mar 2 
Hammond, Thomas, =e, Hants, Clothier. Portsmouth. Pet Mar10. Ord 
Burnley. Pet Mar 19. O:d 


Jackson, Robert, Burnley, Lancashire, Grocer. 
Jenkins Somme, Tonypandy, Glamorganshire, Tailor. Pontypridd. Pet Mar 16. 
he Jordan, Albany, Herts, Saddler. Hertford. Pet Feb 26. Ord 
Kirk, Francis Slater, Stockton on Tees, Confectioner. Stockton on Tees and 


b. Pet Febi6. Ord Mar 
Leieh, ee Birkenhead, Hay Denier. Birkenhead. Pet Mar 6. Ord 
Ord 


Laeot Dime Dodd, Ipswich, no occupation. Ipswich. Pet Mar 18. 


Mar 21 
Masters, Samuel, Sandwich, Stren ht. Canter Pet Mar 7 
Mawby, George, pacenater, Bae Leicester. Pets Mar 11. Ord Mar 20 
. Stockton on Tees and 
Ord Mar 19 


Nerton, John, 
M Pet Mar 12. 


h. 
Pearse, om Bishop Auckland, Durham, no occupation. Durham. Pet Mar 
2. Ord Mar 
ual 2 Ord Ma 39 Bolehall, Warwickshire,Schoolmaster. Birmingham. Pet Mar | 
, William, Sharnford, Leicestershire, Farmer. Leicester. Pet Mar 3. 
2» 
Pictu seem aoe. near Macclesfield, Bleacher and Finisher. Manchester. 
1 19 
mo, William Samuel, Great Grimsby, Lincolnshire, Fishing Vessel Owner. | 
- Pet Mari9. Ord Mar 19 
Robson. Thomas, West Bromwich. tone Oldbury. Pet Mar 14. Ord Mar19 | 
Rodgett, Joseph, Liverpool, Toy Dealer. Liverpool. Pet Mar2, Ord Mar 20 


Ord | 


Ord Mar 21 | 


Rowland, James, Srendetiond. Plumber. Sunderland. Pet Mar 4. 
Concern, James » og Newport, Mon, Oil Salesman. 
sinith, ‘Bamund Jam Horetor’. 2 Plumber. Hereford. Pet Mar 5. Oo Mar 21 

Nottinghamshire, out of business. Sheffield. 


Bpeneg, Hosy 
March 3. Ont Mathis 
Ta rer Wag org Castle, Durham, Grocer. Stockton on Tees an 
ddl Pet Feb 27. Pet be 19 
on Tees, Grocer. Stock- 


Tongoud, Reorgs Ritieg, Mount Pleasant, nr Stockton 

ton on Tees and Mid ot ay 3 Pet eb 12. Ord March 19 
Wott, Gexyenst, Cambridge, Merchant. Cambridge. Pet March 9. Ord 
Were, John, Sheff Publican. Sheffield. Pet March 21. Ord March 21 


2 
; William, ork, Carpenter. York. Pet March 3. Ord March 19 
W: , John Henry, New Swindon, Clothier. Swindon. Pet Feb 17. Ord 


| Weeens, Susampels, Rhyl, Flintshire, Butcher. Bangor. Pet March 19. Ord 
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